~ AR -
DOCUMENT RESUME

»

" y - 'CE 004 923

ED 109 513
"AUTHOR Mezirow, Jack; And O*thers " ‘
TITLE - An Evaluation of Adult Basic Education in the State
. of Iowa; Velume 1: Findirgs; A Perspectives" '
- : - Discrepancy Assessment, 1974-1975.
INSTITUTION Golumbia Univ., New York, N.Y. Center for Adult’}
Education.
PUB DATE 75 “ "
NOTE 171p.; For Volume 2, see CE 004 924
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.76 HC-$8.24 PLUS POSTAGE ) R i
DESCRIPTORS *Adult Basic Educa*tion; Chief Administratcrs; - o
. ¢Coord1natlon' Coordinators; *Decision Making;
. - Fducational Objectives; Instruction; *Program
Development; *Program Evaluatlon' Recrultmeht' Staff
Utilization; *State Programs; Students; Tables
— (Data) ; Teachers ’ o R
IDENTIFIERS *Towa; Perspectlves Discrepancy Assessment
ABSTRACT f N

‘ VYolume 1 presents the findings of an evaluation of
Iowa's "merged area" organizational™Zystem for:adult basié- éducation
(ABE), a system which operates from 15 regignal community colleges or
vocational-technical schools serving as axea schoals. The perspective
discrepancy assessment methodology of the evaluation team was the '
. outgrowth of ABE national field studies and surveys. The strategy
analyzes: (1) discrepancies’ between the expectations of those
involved in the program and current practice, and (2) discrepancies
between the expectations of thpse most directly involved in policy
formulation and program implementation. Iowa‘s 400 ABE teachers were
randomly divided, half receiving a questionnaire on expectations and
half a quegtionnaire on current practice; a dlffereﬂ& questionnaire
was administered to,a random group of students. Teacher return was ‘71
percent and 82 percent, and student return was 728 questionnaires out
of 1,000. Other questionnaires were distributed to adult education
dlrectors, learning center coordlnators, co-sponsors, and Department
of Public Instruction representatives. Discussions of results and
interpretive summaries are presented: (1) covering expectations and
., current practice in six key areas of decision making and progranm
“developmaats goal setting, instruction, recruitment, staffing, staff °
development, and collaboration and (2) providing extended analyses of
characteristics and perspectives of students, teachers, and learning
center coordinators. (ER), e . .

’

% e 3k %k *************** %k 2 ok ok ok dk e ok ok ok %******************* % ok ok ok ok ok sk ok ok ok ok ok A o ok e ok ok ok ok Xk

Documents acquired by TRIC include many informal unpublished
materials not avdilable from other sources. EPIC makes every effort.
to obtain the best copy available. nevertheless, items of marginal
reproducibility are often emncountered and this-affects the quality
of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductlonq ERIC makes available
via *he ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS).’PDRS is not
responsible £8r the quality of thesoriginal document. Reproductions

supplied by EDPS are the best that can be made from the original.
K KKK KK KRR KKK KKK SR KKK K KK KK K KKK KKK

X X N O X K O® N
P E R R

~

(€) . o~ - -




(S |
M .
‘i ’ U'S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
o EDUCATION &4 WELFARE
R e NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
o EDUCATION
v THIS )
. HIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN R
. EPRO-
{__} . ?uceo EXACTLY AS RECEIVED ani’n
- AHE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
\ . ) Sy‘rmo IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
. . ATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
Li... SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
N EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY * b
~

PR

AN EVALUATION OF ADULT BASIC EDUCATION
IN THE STATE OF IOWA

Volume I: Findings

2
.

R .
et . ¥

A Perspectives Discrepancy Aasessment“

Sl ne . 1974-1975

Evaluation Team

2

) © Jack Mezirow, Director
Gordon Darkenwald
Harold Beder

»

L CENTER FOR ADULT EDUCATION
TEACHERS COLLEGE, COLUMEIA UNIVERSITY

’d

oY G923

3

ERIC’

T -

B A et Provided by R _
.

/

e

-




R

[
B

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS . '
- - a .

We want to thank Iowa's state director of adult education,
" Ken Russall for his invitataon to undertake this study.
Our greatest debt is to Don McGuire, adult education

. supervisor in, the State Department of Public Instruction,

v

who served both as the liaison officer-for the DPI and a
member of “the Evaluation Commjttee. He was most consistent=
ly informéd, Bupportive, and. helpful throughout.

We are indebted to Jane Sellen, Georgie’Klevar, and
Barbara Wing, area ABE coordinators, who served on the -.
Evaluation Committee with dedicatlon, professional com-
petence, and hard york, They provided real leadership.

. - . . . ut -
11 Rauhauser served briefly as the second DPI represen-
tive on the Committee. Upon his departure from the
Adult Education~Unit he was replaced by Jack Sumner.,

Dr. Sumher played a critical du4l role, First he

served as a staff member of the Center for’ Adult
Education with responsibility to foster the adoption

and’ utilization of innovative practices in ABE in HEW-
Rezion VII. In this capacity, he collaborated with

the survey team in making field visits to coordinators

in their merged areas and in field testing the student
questionnaire used in this study. Subsequently, he left
the staff of the Center to assume a full-tlme professibnal
position as staff consultant for DPI. As such, he served
as a member of the Evaluation Committee, As a valued
colleague in both posts, the evaluation team owes him its
sincere thanks.

\ * ¢

Gladys Irish assisted the team as & consultant in the
analysis of data, and Hildegard Piesch prepared the
menuscript. . )

hY




El

2

“ ! A Perspectives Discrepancy Assessment

<

Volume I

e L > <

INTRODUCTION

1Overview of ABE in Iowa
Methodology
Procedures .

s+ Organization of Report . C c

EXPECTATIONS AND CURRENT PRACTICE s

Goal Setting N
Interpretq?ive summafy
Anstruction
Interpretative summary
Recruitment
Interpretative Summary . S ]
», © 'Staffing -
- Interpretative summary . -
JIn-Service Education 3 ‘
Interpretative sumnary
Colleboration
Interpretative summary

EXTENDED ANALYSES . . i

<Students
Interpretative summary -
Teachers |
Interpretative summary
Iearning Center .Coordinators
Interpretative summary

Volume II'
o ! (Bound- Separately)

>

APPENDIX (Instruments with Aggregate Responses)

Evafhaticn Committee  Questionnaire
Coordinator Questionnaire

Director Questionnaire

Teacher Questionnaire (Forms A and B)
Student Questiénnaire

Learning Center Coordinator Qnestlonnalre
Co~-Sponsor Questionnaire

DPI Questionnaire

Cross Index of Instrument Jitems

L

ca ¥ s n ) ' : .
AN EVALUATION OF+ADULT BASIC EDUCATION IN THE STATE OF IOWA -

Pages

+£0 O\

.17
24

29 |

65
72 S
75.

"95
102
107
114

119
129
132
156
161
166 *




LY

-

4

INTRODUCTION

-~

. Overview of ABE ‘in:Iowa

- .
In 1965, a year before the Adult Education Act became federal law
’ hY
launching adult basic education (ABE) as a national program sponsored

by the Office of Education ant administered through the states, Iowa

12 =
154

estainsheq.its distinctive "merged are€a" organizational system: "By
providing for 15 regional community colleges or vocational-techpical
schogls to serve as "area schools,” a. series of cooperative relation=
ships evolved with the county school system, higher educatiog,institu;—
_tions, community agencies? and the State Department of Public Ingtruc-
" tion (DPI) to create a comprehen81veAde1ivery system, ¢

_ fach neréed area has an.adult and continning education director*

who, in addition to ABE, is cgncerhed with high school completion pro-

grams, an Agricultural Production Program for Veterans, consumer 'educas
. ' \_\.

tion,’drinking drivers courses,.and several apprenticeship programs,
There is one or more parte or full-time ABE coordinator(s) in each
area (more than one in a few areas), and & learpiné center coordinater”

who works with ABE students aﬁoné others in the area school, is also

~ .

frequently on the staff of the area school, ABE courses are offered

at the area school and throughout the merged area, They are often co-

4
L@ ~

- sponsored by other.agencies and organizetfons which provide students,
space, ar other resources, including CAP agencies and . correctional and
*_gﬂ@al health institutions. Five local school districts offer adult -
programs independently of the merged schools., School districts in

Iowa may also have a district coordinator of adult education on their

-~

staffs. . © ' ;

j« J—

¥ Some areas have. more than one adult education director., ¢

. © s -

~a
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ared schools in addition to other visits to consult og administrative

- and adult’ education director how to improve recruitment, curriculum,

‘ares,

The Adult &ducation Unit in the Department of Public Instruction

is concerned’with statewide programs in ABE, high school completion,

.l

.general adult and continuing education; énd career supplementary edu-

cetlon.ﬂ Leadership is provided through the provision of consultant °

services and funds o the merged area adult-programs, The Chief of

" the Adult Education Unit is assisted by a supervisor and four con-

3 ©

sultants who are assigned by geographical- and functional responsibility.

Direct services to the ABE program are provided on a day-to-day basis

.

by the Supervisor and two regional consultants, escn of whom covers

half the state. All have responsibilities in additidn to ABE. The

State Plan for 1973 calls for representatives of DPI to make a mﬁnimum

¢

.of one on-site visitation of the instructional process at eech of the

a

and financial problems, The consultent is to make recommendations

*

for improvemeyt .of instruction and discuss with the ABE coordinator

-

and program operations. ) ’

Towa hssoan average daily attendance formula for stete financial
support to education,.incldding adult education, Half of the state's
federal ABE funds are allocated to merged areas on a bagis of size of -

size of enrollments over the past three years; the other half is

distributed according to the size of target population in the merged

Ar Tawa Advisory Committee for adult education has been functioning
since 1968, It is composed of 15 members who meet four times a year

to advige .the adult education unit of the DPI. Ares schoois are ene

couraged to establish similar advisory committees, v

7
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‘offfeially, the general Sbjective and scope of the ABE program has

- o

-been formulated s foIlows . : C . L ge e
Q M
%
' Adult Basie Education offers-instruction in communicative,
computational and .social skills for adults sixteen years T

of age and older whose inability to effectively use those
skills substantially impairs their obtaining or retaining
employment commensurate with their real ability, The ®im .
of Adult Bagic Education is to raise the educational level -
of disadvantaged adults and enable them to become.more
- productive and responsible citizens. The program of in-
struction includes elementary level education for adults
. with particular emphasis on the communicative skills of
= - reading, writing, speaking and listening, and the computa-
tive skills using the-content of materials containing in~
- formation on good buyin ’ health, human reletlons, end
home and family l;ying. "

r"h,e Towa State Plan for Adult Basic Educetron for 1973 SPGCIerL
that ABE shall 1nc1ude communicatlon, computational and 11fe coping,
' 8k1118," English as & second language (ESL), and subseqpent preperation
6
leading toward the high school equlvalency certificate. Provision is
made for staff development sessions in each of the 15 area schools, "in -
addltlon to stateW1de, reglonal and natlonal workshops.' The Plan calls -
for the fOllUWlng three pT10r1t188’ : -
& .
- Priorities
—-—_‘v——' .
First: Grade levels O-k )
" Second: Grade lévels-5-8 : v
" .

5

. Third: Grade .levels 9~12

§ 1

1“tate of Iowa Departuent of Public Instruction, Adult end'Con-
inuing Education in Iowa for Fiscal Year 1973, Report to the Iowa
State Board of Publ:.c Instruction, October, 1973, p. k4.

°
~
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: ’T\\\“ Table 1l presents selected statiatical information about program
d

evelopment in each merged area.* Note the sharply skewed distribution

\ ar > .
of enrollments, proportions of eprollment iricrease over the lagt year, .

o

proportions of the target population ‘enrolled, and particularly at the

0-k, . level; proportion of classes within 10 miles, student dropout rate,

-

size of budgets apd proportions allocatfd to recruitment ‘and in-serv1ce

te

traiﬁing, cd8t per ‘contact hour, teacher-student ratio, progortions of ’

H P

classes co-sponsored “and proportlons of coordinator time devoted to
v -

ABE, Certainly the local circumstances within which these differences

H
A 2

are to, be interpreted are real and important. It is up to'the

i

leaders of ABE in Iowa to determine whlch of these factors and in

“v
.

wvhet combination represent useful indidetors of progranm effort for i
- %

assessing'progress_in areas of roughly similar~characteristics. These
discrepancies«among the areas méy not be dismissed lightly: *Some may
he fully justified by local differences, others may not, What is
nceded is an-informed consensuS'on a rationale for fdrmulating’useful
state guidelines, Surely meny of thesge data should appropriately be.
incorporated in a standardized reporting sxgtem to provide cumulative.

information upon which to identify program needs and plan accordingly,

Methodology - : ' N
The nmethodology used in this evaluation of Iowa‘s\ABE program}has

4

developed by the evaluation.team through the-Center for Adult Education,

" Teachers College, Columbia University, out-of two years of national

yfield studies of éﬁg and several national guestioqnaire‘survexsu;{gfr'

s

- - 2e

Y

* By an anomely, there is no urea VIII,
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a Jear of direct development and field testing went into the evolution
. of the’distinctive methodology known as "perspective discrepency asgess-~

,ment" as'originally formulated in An Evaluation Guide for Adult Basic

Education Programs (A, Knox, J, Mezirow, G. Darkenwald, and H. Beder;

U.S, Printing Office). ‘ . , \
Six major greas of decision making were identified in ABE programs:

o

recrﬁitment, staffing, instruction, staff development, collapopgﬁ&on,
- N and goal-setting. The plan for the Iowa evaluation called for adapting
. instruments from the Guide to est&bﬁish program effectiveness iafthese
. 8ix areas., The strategy of ﬁérspective discrepancy assessment calls E v s
for analyzing two dimensions of cdngrueﬁce: 'kl) discrepancies between
the expectations of those involved in the programigﬁd curreﬁt,practicé,
and (2) discrepancies between the gxpectations of tHose most direcfly
involved. in policy'formulation and program implementation. Expectations
' are of the orger of "Given the constraints of the law, budggt; personnel,
and student characteristics in this*brograq‘héw‘gggg;g it be-operaﬁing
3 -ih regerd to ...?" Major discrepancies between expectations and current .
practice gnd beé@een eipectations of administraéors, teachers, students,
and others involved can signal major probiems or potential problems,

4

. The§e are problems™amenable to corrective action through policy and

: -

pﬂogram revision end staff development efforts.

The rationale of perspective discrepancy assessment is based upon'

et

the assumptlon that educstional process exlsts as an obgect of analysis

—

only as & function of. the way- it is perceived thrbugh the eyes of those

\ ¢
. involved in interaction - those who make it happen. What does and
' N )
j ‘ does not happen can be only understood by ascertaining the meaning of

.

) ‘ "9 42 .




~

this 1nteractlon for people who pl lan anu 1mplement the program, To im=

< -

prove the program one must understand not only what is heppening but
- . . . . > ¢ -
why, . " _ )

3
* .

° ’ l v 2. o o .
In a sense the_eveluation“5§y<be considered formative: it isrotmeant

to provide information for edministrative~policiné or for inviting in-. .

vidlous comparlsons between the local programs involved or ind1V1duals f

working in them,

wide picture no axea program,cless, or 1ndividual would be identfgled by

»

?

Ve
neme or location.

A ]

At the same time, the evaluation team suggested and. ,

DPI agreed that infornation on his own merged area would be made avail=

®ble to each local ABE coordinator to facilitate follow-upl Zven at'

thls leyel, anonimity of persons and' classes was to be scrupulously obe *

Y

v

served. i . .. N

[

The plan calls for a follow-up workshop involving area coordine-

s

tors, directors, and DPI representetivea to be conducted by the evaluae-

~

tion teem in early Septemoer, 1975, to review findings, eyplore tpe )

p0881bllitles oft secur1ng consensus on critlcel issueE\invoIV1ng serious
discrepancles between expectations and current, practice and among expec-

tations of collea”uco, and plan follow-up in terms of sett1ng priorities

kS

Each coordinator

for policy and program review and staff development.
N L

will receive aggregete questlonnaire results for teacher, student, and

2

o-sponsors in his merged aree end will be a881sted in maklng an area

%nelysis of these findings upon which to plen policy, “program, end—staff

development changes.

It was agreed at the outset that 1n presenting a state-

g

. e

13




Procedures e
L —————

~

, . A statewide Evaluation Committee was appointed by the DPI composed
of two representatives from the state office and three experieﬁced area
ABE coordinators from different parts of Iows.* The Committee had two .

functions, "One was to establish a consensus pertaining to its expécta-

tions concszaing each phase of the program to be ev~i~al ' This was
accomplished” in intensive workshop meetings in mid.. _ .mber, 197h. The

other function of the Committee was to review all instruments developed
N
~by the evaluation team to determine the relevance, validity, and
X r

appropriatenes% of wording each item to be used in the“evaluation.

E;ph_instrument‘was dis{iiﬁuted in draft form to Comnittee members and

4

_modified according to their suggestions, The DPI wes final arbiter in
¢ determining needed changes. .

ABE coordinators from Iuwa's 15 area schools were inter;iewed by
evaluation team demberq on their respective campuses during the months
of “September and Qctéber,'197h. Interviews were for the purpose of
orienting coordi;ators to the’ purpose and nature of the evaluation, to_ ,

k' - v gensitize evalﬂation team members to gpe realities of each area progrém
. at first hand, and to test the relevance and .validity of }he quesfiéns
to be asked later-by questionnairés pertaining to current practice.
The E;éiuation strategy éaiied for’ gathering data by questionnaire
on current practice from the coordinators, teachers, aﬁd students as

w%115aB.DPI repfesentatixgg, local adult education.direttors, learning

¢ »

¢ .. - . " : - - o

tee « #* Committee members ,included ABE coordinators Jane Selien, Georgie
voe - Klevar, and "Barbara Wing. DPI represeniatives were Don McGuire: and

. . Bill Rauhauser who.was replaced:by Dr, Jack Sumner.

:
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laboratory coordinators, and co-sponsors of classes Such as other

" government agencies, hoséitals, or industries./ A class was éonsidered
co;sponsored wh;gvanother agency ‘or organizatiqn pr;vided fuﬁds, class-
room - atherpresources, or ove; half the students enrolled.- Ques=~

tionnaires designed'for each group also contained a selected number of

items pertaining to program expectations, ; ) o

o~

[

Iowa's LOO ABE teachers were randomly divid?d witpinﬁeach merged
area into two groups, half receiving a questionnaire pertainipg to ex-
pectations, the other half a secénd form of the,sam; questionnaire per-~
t;infng to current practice. ‘A totally new questionnaire form was
> - developed and field tested for students. This _v?as ‘administered by

every fourth teacher on our merged area list to students in his or her
- largest class, The DPI completed its own questionnaire and sent anothcg
one to local adult education directors; all other questionnaires were
distributed by the ABE coordinators, Coordinators and directors attended . "
an oriintation segsion in January, 1575 in Des Moines at_which the
director of the évaluation team distributed the§e ma?erials. .
Completed questionnaires were dent directly to the eval&étion
team by the merged area coordinatogs, who received materials from teachers
and students in gezled envelopes,fo preserve thgir confi@entiality}
Teachers were instructed to ask a student to collect completed student
questionnaires and se;l them in an eg&elope. uestionnaires were for-
TN ‘ warded by the coordigétor todthe tean uﬁopened.
The student questionnaire waa designed to avoid value Judéments

about the teacher inasmuch as experience suggests that answers to such

quéstion; tend to be universally slanted toward the positive., Instead,

A 3
L)




/
we agked forced choice Questions pertaining to student preferences,

- interests, and expectations.

Teacher Questionpaire returns were high, but not as high as we had
- <

hoped. Each area coordinator was given & list of teachers who were to
receive Form A (intended practice) and Form B (current practice) and >
was provided with the exact number of guestionnaires needed. To assuage

teacher fears about confidentiality, the questionnaires were precoded

@

only to identify the merged area -- no code numbers were assigned that

. would permit us.to identify non-respondents by name, Consequentiy,

* when we received incomplete returns from a particular merged area our

4

only recourse was to inform the coordinator (through the DPI) that &

~

certain proportion of Form A énd/or Form B questionnaires were missing.’

, Cut of a total of 200 teachers who received Form A, we received .

<

' o
completed questionnaires from 142 or 71%. Inexplicably, the return rate

was higher for those who received Form B (current practice): 164 out of

200 returned completed questionnaires for a response rate of 82%.
Response rate by merged ares varied .considerably. No returns were re-
ceived from one merged area, which was reported to be undergoing re- e

'organization and did not employ any teachers at the time of the survey.

[

Virtually complete returns were received from seven of the merged areas;

[y

in four merged areas returns ran about 80%; in two areas returns were
received from approximately tWQ<ffirds of the teachers and in one. area

the return rate was only 33%.

The return rate for the student questionnaires was satisfactory

for our purposes, As noted above, every fourth teacher on our list

-

of teachers for each merged area was desiénate&»ﬁo distribute the |
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student questionnaire -to his/her largest.class (if teacher taugﬂt more
than one class)., Thus 100 teachérs were asked to distribute student
éuéstionnaires. We estiﬁated averége class;éihe to be about 10 and
expected a‘maximum return of 1,000 stgdent quéstionngires. The actual
numbef.of usab;f responses received was 728. Several teachers indi-

_ cated in notes ;ith their returns.that their students were severely
mentally retarded and had difficulty understanding and completing the
questionnaire, These questionnaires were nét included in-the 728 used .
fégﬁanalysis.

The“Di;ector of Adult Education and Learning Center- Coordinator,

questionnaires were distributed by the DPI, Director returns were

received from all 15 merged areas. We recei;ed three director Ques- -

Ll -

tionnaires from one mé?ged area that has three separate campuses and | -
sipgle questionnaires from the other 14 merged areas. Learning Center
Coordinator questionnaires were returned by 20 ILC coordinagbrs from 11
of the 15 mergéd areas, Not all areas had IICs at the time of the

survey and 4 merged areas had more than one ILC ana therefore more than
one ILC coordinator. ’

The coordinators were asked to distribute ‘the Co-Sponsor"Ques~
tionnaire to each organization with which -they co-sppnsoredeBE classes.
We suggeéied that the coordinators write a cover lettef explaining the .
.nature 6f the evaluation study and encouraging the goasponsor to complete
the questionnaire, A total of 68 completed co-sponsor questionnaires .
were returned to the DPI éﬁd forwarded to the evaluation team in New York.

The DPI Questionnaire was completed by all four staff members

with responsibility for ABE in the state of Iowa. ’ ;
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The Learning Cen£é§ Coordinator, Adult Education Director, Coordina=-
- tor,and DFI questionnaires wefe‘hand tabulated with frequency distribu-
tions, means and peré?ntaé; distributions computed where appropriate.
' The Teacher, Student,.and Co-Sponsor questiornaire data were keypunched
and verified and analyzed by compufer. Since discrepancy anélysis relies
heavily on comparing percentage distributions among gr&ups (e.g., teachers,
7coordinptors,Aevaluation commiqtee); basic date analysis’ consisted of
generating percentage distribuéioné and dgscript}ve statistics such as
_means by co;puter ﬁrograﬁ. - ' .
Since we were. interested in comparing teacher reports of current
practice with analogous iteﬁ: perta1ning to expectations, an additional
step was performed in the analysis of the teacher data. By use of a
crosstabulation procedire,. we were able to té§t the statistical signi-
flcance of differences between 1ntended snd current practice using the
. chi square test. Thus we could tell, for example, if'a ‘difference of

' 10% between an intended practice item and its current practice counter-

part was simply dge to chance or was statistically significant at the

- .05 .1level or higher. All current/intenaed.praqtice differences re-
portéd as such:(between teacher groups in Section III) a;e statistical-
lyﬂsignificant'although ;ot all stetistically gignificant differences
are reported since not all such differences are cbnsistent enough to |
be of practical interest. |

Several exploratory analyscs using more sophisticated statistical

methods were performed on both the teacher and student data. For example,

we explored the relationship_of teaching experiénce to various items on

> @ , 3 N
tbe teacher questionnaire using cross-tabulation procedures., A number

Q ~
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of cross tabulations were run 6n the sthdent data and & correlation

e

matrix was also generated to explore relationships between various items.

¢

The final step in exploretory data analysis waseto use multiple~linear
o . regression to sort out the effects of a number of independent variables ;
u . " on selected dependent ;ariables for both tneateacher and student data,
- For example’” we examined’the ingact of student gubject matter and
teaching style preferences on t%e}r self-reported academic progress.

-,
The results of these statistical analyses are reported in sections of

[~

this report dealing with teachers and students in Section III,

\' Y - - " -~ < '_
- Organization of Report )
N The following six chapters each deal with key, area of decision . G-
<o . ~

making and progran development: Goal Setting, {netruction, Recruitment,

Staffing, Steff Development, and Collsboration, In each of these cha.pters

specific discrepencies ane identified between the expectations of the Y
, Evaluation Coumittee and current practice reported by ABE coordinators

bt .

and one or more of the following groups. teachers, students, adult

educetion directors, learning center coordinators, CO-8ponsors, and

DPI representatives. fﬁe relationship between expectationsaand current
o practicedreported by te;chers is noted. E£vidence of the degree of
egreement within each of the groups of'coordinators, directoro,
teachers,.and students i8 presented, The chapter on Staffing includes .
information on the characteristics of coordinators, directors, and
DP1 ren;eEentatives. | .

The last three.chanters of Volume I report findings in an extended

analysis of c%aracteristics and perspectives of Stndents, Teachers, and

. Learning Center Coordinators respectively, Refinements in the analysis

-

. 9
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of data are reported, particularly that‘pgrthining to teachers.

Volume II, bound separately, contains copies of instruments used
= >

in this assessment with aggregate statewide responses.- Included are
&uestionnaires and findings completed by.the Evaluation Committee,
'cod;dinators, directors, teachers (both intent Qnd current praétice-

-forms ), gtudénfs, learning center coordinator, co-sponsors, and DPI
’ N

a

_representatives. A cross index of questionﬁaiss jtems is included.

2
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- : ' GOAL SETTING

] [ o,

@ 2

The goal setting process is conceived here as & sequence of func~ .
t;gna which ihclude problem identification, resource identification,
.:‘determining feasible alternatives, anticibating the consequences of |
the alternativé action possipilities, cho;sing among alternatives,

assessing the result of the choice to improve subsequgnpldec}gion Eaking,

@

and setting standards against which the goal setting process may be
. . by

~
>

-judged. f.%\s °
In most ABE programs some or all of these functions are shared. °.

Thera are questions which may be gppropriately raised about the extent
or nature 3f this distribution of responéibility. Suéh questions arg ¢
crucial, but their answers will be essentially determined by philosophi-ﬁ
cal or ideological assumptions. In this-study, however, we are directe
" ly concerned with establishing empirically tﬁe differences in peféeption
‘ and p;acfiée Ghich pertain among those involved in the ABE program ine
volving two basic questions. One is a deternination o; which factors .o

are of most influence in setting goals. The other is concerned with

establishing the locus of responsibility for the function of' goal 7

-

set%ing.

Major Influences

\ What fgctdis are moét influential in goal setting and in determining
local progrém priorities? The Evaluation Ccumittee felt that'ﬁxpecta-‘

“ vions of Students should be most influential with the State ABE Plan and’
Gencral “opulation Charncteristicc sharing second importance, The

factors Relations with School Systen, GED Lxam, and Expectations of

the Corwupity the Committee believed should have high influence ratings.




- 18
. ' ”

o ®

a

Coordinators, reporting on current practice, identified as most

iﬁflugntial g;pectationé of Studenﬁs, but this factor was only slightly
rmore influential than G;nerél ‘Population Characteristics. Over two=
thirds rated the State ABE Plan and the GED Exam as high influence c&ﬁ-
'siderations. However, coordinators vere divided over the influence éf}-
the %taﬁé Plan withpa third rating it of lov or average influence. e
There wez also a 8plit on the Population item with 7°coordipators réting
it most influential and 7 assigning it an.average influencé rating.

The GED Exam was assigned the highest influence rating by two of
the four DPI representatives reséondiné; the remaining two assigneq~ R
this item a high influence rating. All indicated that Expectations of-
the Students sﬁould ﬁﬁve a high influence rating, b;t onlyone respondent
cconsidered this factor of greatest influence. Relations with Community
éollege[ch.-Tech. System was rated by three respondénts as high in in~

) : 3 .
", fluence. DPI representatives were divided in their judgments of the

aegree—of‘}nfluence of the State ABE‘Plan: one rated this 1£cm hié;;st
in influence, one lowest, and two assigned it average inflLence ratings.
Expé;tations of the Commuﬁity was not given a high influence rating by
either coordinators or DPI -representatives. ‘ .

A relateq finding perteins to areanadsisory committees. The
Evaluation Committee's expectations were that an advisory committee,
exclusively concerned with ABE ghould be given high priority. Only
four doordinators reported sucﬁ‘coﬁncils in operation in their areas.

Evaluation Committee rgnked in order of im?ortance 8ix goals which
8hould pertain to the program. Coordinators, teachers, and DPI repre=-

gsentatives were asked to rank the order of emphasis actually piaqed on

them in current practice.




. Table 2
Perceptions of Prograa Goals—- o —e T
(l—Nost Emphasis; 6=least Dmphasis) ° . W

S

Renk Order of I;portance

Intent ‘Current Practice*
Major Influences : i ' EC Codrd, Teachers DPT
A. Increased Self-Confidence of . T
Students - - 17 ———1-(1) 1 .
] T
3., Completion of 8th Grade Level 6 5 6 (5) - & - ‘
. C. Increased Competency in Languege . .
and Computational Skills e 4 : 2 L (3) 3 Y
D. Preparation for High School =~ ) . "
Equivalency Ixam . 5 « 4 2 () -
E. Increased Ability to Cope with
Adult Life Roles and Problems - 3 (2) - \
ay =
F, Achievement of Individual Short~ ) ‘
Term Goals 3 . 6 5 (6) b ,
» ~ . .
*Rankings of teachers of goal emphasis vhlch should perteln to the progr .
are in parenthesis. . . iz
S :,}

Table 2 is important because discrepancies can only lead to problems

v
¢

. of misunderstanding o{ criteria for judging pfegram and individual
performance. Especially serious is the variatien in emphasis given
Incredsed competency in language and Computational Skills between Co-

,,ofdinators, who ranked it second in importance, .and their teachers who
reported it as fourth among the six goels and Preparation for High School
Equivalency Exam for which ratings were exactly reversed and ¢he greatest
variance is found between Committee expectatlona and reported prechgg;j
by teachers. For those teachers asked to indicate which prlorities

should pertain, there was a dramatic difference in perspective from the

-~
- .
y .




S Evaluation Committee pertaining to Achievement of Individual Short-Term :

\’ -
Goals, This variance was nearly as great between the Committee's rating

and that of teachers reporting current practice. : .

“

There‘waSIeastagreement amongecoprdinators'on the priority currente
ly given-to Prepafation for High School Equivalency Exam and Increased

Ability to Cope with Adult Life Roles and Problema. Over 20% assigned

-

the first item a high priority rating and half assigned it a low priori-

tY‘rating; exactly the reverse proportions were found for the.aecond

e

item. Thes¢ same two items evoﬁ‘a‘the~greatest disagreement among the
teachers as well. The Equivalency Exam item found 37% of the teachers
reporting current practice assigning a high priority but 469 givin@L

8 low rating. The goal on Coping was rated high by 42% and low by

,17%3 Teachers reporting exﬁectations rather than current practice

were even more divided over.these two goals.
. & ‘
Among the four DPI respondénts there was wide variation in

assigning goal prioritieé. Rankings in Takle 2 were reported

by two of the four. There was a four point spread in ratings for the
N N e
last three items in the Table.- No respondents agreed on the two goals

; *{\\_ of most importance or the two goals of least importance. :

@ . W
° [

Allocation of Responsgibility .

The Evaluation Committee was asked to indicate who within the struce,
o ~

ture of the ABE program should have. the power to make decisions per-
{
taining to Recruitment, Sta [ ing, Instruction, In-Service Education,

. and Collaboration. The Committee indicated that power should be
A I . - -"4 -
vested in the DPI for In-Service Education, in the director for
“ - | . .S
f f
.Recruiting and Collaboration, and in the coordinator for all five functions,
, . | ‘ A

Y
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|
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- The coordinators agreed that they were responsible in current prac-

tice for all five areas of_d901sion making. However, over half of those

o/

also had the power of decision making and standard setting for Staffing, -

responding %o this item reported that the director of adult education

. In-Service Education,. and Collaboration and that teachers had decision

making pover for Instruction.

-~

this item attributed decision making pover for‘In-Service Educatdon- to

Less than half the coordinators completing

the DFI, The coordinators reported that the DPI was without major '
responaibility for any of the five functions except for getting in-
service education standards. ‘Most indicated that it was the director,
the teachers, and the coordinators themselves who set standards for in~
service training. Less than half the coordinators responding to this .
" item reported that in current practice the DPI set standards in the

areas of Recruiting, Staffing, Instruction or Collaboration == 88 eX-

pected by the Committee. Most reported that they consulted with the R
school district coordinator on staffing matters; this wvas not anticipated
by the Committee. - ‘ '

Coordinators' reports of current practice‘do notusustain the‘Com;

mittee's expectations that Assessing Effectiveness of Decisions should be0
" the re;ponsibilitf of the DPI for Recruiting and Collaboration. They
also reported‘the adult education. directors as .responsible for assessing
effectiveness of Recruiting, Staffing, and In-Service Education. The
Committee expected them to assume this responsibility for.only Recruite~

ment and Collaboration. Coordinators reported exclusive responsibility

for decisions, standards, and agsessment relating to’'instruction.
Directors report that they are most directly involved in ABE in
selection of the coordinator and'sgpervising fiscal management in program

Ll ad
e ".—)
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development; most indicate least intensive invblvement in student récguit-

~

ment and most in\staff development. Over helf the directors responding

identlfled themselves a8 exercising declsion maﬁing power, along with the

'coordlnetors, in d11 five areas of decision making. Only a fourth or, x

less of the directors attribute deéisioe meking or responsibility for
.assebsing ef]ectivepe;s in any of these areas to DPI, pot DPI's role es .
a standard setter in Recruituent, lnstruction, and ln;Service é&ucation
is acknowledged by most. Most directors reported'that the¥ themselves

set standards, along with the coordinator in Recruiting, Sta%fihg,‘and

Instructioné about a third reported thet this Joint respongibility ex-

“tended to other areas as well, . DPT was réported as having co?sultlng

furctions if the areas of Recruiting, Instruction, ahd In-Servioe"' R

Education. N ' . "

-

Contrary to other reports of current practice, two of the four DPI'

s v

Q e . .
respondents reported that DPI has decision making power for In-Service .

Tducetion andin@icated that the director has joint respoﬁsibility for
S

decision making with the coord1nator in matters of Collaboration with s

Community Agenc1es. A11 DPI respondents agreed that the DPI seu standards
for In-Service Educetion most added Recruitment and half the respondents

. RN
added Staffing and Instruction, Thtee DPI representatives out of four

reported that Assesslng Effectiveness of the program was 8 DPI respongi=-
, billty in all areas except Recrultlng. Reeru1t1nb was reported as &
major assessment responsibility only by two respondentsi‘ The director=
was reported aslresponsible for Setting Standarqi-only in the are;s of
Stéffing,Collaboration, and In-Service iducation, One respondent in-

- . Lov

cluded the areas of Recruitment and Instruction., There was agreement -

.
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that the coordinatai set standsards in all areas, althodéh 'on}y‘-.two;of
-the four 'resp‘ondents reported that this was true in the areac of Colla.‘;;
) bore.tion The. director was seen as sharlng declsion making power: onhly
ik in the area of Collaboration, although sne respondent reported that this .

responsibili.ty extended to \‘Sta.fflng, Fecruitment and In-Service Educa.thn':"

uls well, f\?one -1nc1ud9d Instructlon Respondents agre"ed that in -practice )
; c;'-'
the director d1'd set standards for Colla.bora.tlon, Staffing, a.nd In-Serv1ce

nducatlon, one person reported tgat this function extended to Instructlan

> 4

« and Recrultment P?inclpal findings are summarized in 'I‘able 3

. - * ," - @“ ,. LN

f . Table . 3 .
o . ’ ¢ - ; . . ¢ .
Pereept:.ons of. ReBdeSlbllltV . * RS T

(Half or more respondents to this item concurring)
p=d \ v

Zvaluation Coordinatdrs Drrectors . DPI
. Committee* N=13 N=13 - N= §
. hal T - L
Coor, Dir, DPI Coor. Dlr, DPI Coor. Dir. DPI Coor, Dir. DPI . |
&
Yew Recruiting - N A - .
Decisions i > SIS & X . X X x .
¢ - Stendards. e X X X, x X X X ' x x X

- Assessment X X X o X + X . X p X x x

' * Staffing ‘ _

T Decisions X X x - X b4 x 7,
Standards : X X X > S x X X - X X
Assessment X ple x x x “x ple

Instruction
Decisions - X X ¢ X p'e
Standards’ N S X X X X X X
Agssessment . - X X X X X X
In-Service Ed. d ¥
Decisions x x ple X b x x x ple
Standards X X X X X X X X X
Assessment X X X X . X X X
Collaboration . -
Decisions x X x x x . % X x
Standards X X X X X
Assessment . X % X X : X X X X

*¥Intent items; others are current practice items.

. -~
- ’ 8
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_implications. Unless those charged with planning and implementing A3E

\ ) . . 4 . 22}

The most serious discrepancies reflected in Table 3 are found in
the perceptioné of the role of the DP{ by coordinators and directors and
that of DPI representatives. Coordinators did not acknowledge thiat DPI

had either decisign makiﬁg, standard setting, nor assessment functions.

- DPI representatives reported DPI deéisiod makfﬁg power in In-Service Edu~

catioh, responsibility for assessment in ail areas,and standard setting

" in aﬁl areas, except Collaboration., Directors agreed that.DPf had a stan-

ddrd sefging role but saw DPI limited to assessment only in In-Service

Educatipp and agreed'wixh the conrdinator that DPI had no decision making
power at éil. The Evaluation’Committee s expectations regarding goel

4
7

setting were seriously out of focus.
+ &

e

o

Interpretetive Summary

While all may agree that those involveC in ABE should have a degree

of freedsm fo "march to a different druamer" in expressing their creative

, individuality; discrepancies reported here suggest a fundamentgl problem

-

in keeping those involved from marching off in different directions al~

. . . ¢
together. These differences in perception are not academic in their

e
4

- -

can agree on a common set of program goals and priorfties, there is little

possibility of successful collaborative efforts to improve instruction,
supervision, and lq-service education, or to esteblish relevant cr}ﬁeria -
for program evalu@tion. When ail those involved are ‘working on a dif-
ferent sét >f assumptions about what.is ;f importance a coordinative
effort to improve- program duality hecomes virtually impossible. When

there is little agreement about who is.responsible for the essential

functions of determining program priorities, it is incvitable that
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wasteful duplicaéioh of effort and potenti’l conflict will result, In.the
findings réported in this section, these problems not only pertain among

coordifators, directors, teachers, the DPI, and the Evaluation Committee

‘but also within each of these groups (except the Committee) to a marked

degree. _ r ]
"‘};In particulér, there is the widest possible variance in tvhe importance
assigned Preperation for éigh School Equivalency iExam, both between groups
and witﬁin both coordinator and teacher groups. Moreover, just half the

students report that earnins a high school diploma is their most impor-

tant reason for oeing in }he program ~~' clearly an important goal, but

not overwhelmingly so in the, eyes of the students. Implications for

curriculum and instruction as well =2s evaluating student progress w;ll(
be significantly influenced by the priority assigned this goal.
There is little agreement among teachers, coordinators, directors,

and the Tvalustion Committee on the relative importance of Increased

Competency in Language and Computational~Skilis or on Achievement of
Short Term Goals in the program, Coordineators and beachers'each disagree
within their own group of peers about the relative importance of Increased
Ability to Copg with Adult Life Roles and Problems. DPI representatives
have widely divergent views among, themselvés about thé'relative importance
of élmost ail of the six mejor influences on the program.

Perhaps even more alarming are the discrepancies in identifying ;ho,q
in fact, is charged with what responsibility in the eyes of coordinators,
directors, the DPI, and the Evaluation Committee. Remarkable lack of

agreement ig found within each group (qxcept the Committee). On almost

every quastion put to the coordinators, directors, and the DPI there was

9
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the widest variation in responses, The reports of inter-group differencés

in perspective is predicated upon only & majority response within each

group.
: The extent of the‘confusion'over roies'is reflected&in attributiﬁg
responsibility for the crucial function odeecislon making, In matters of
req;uitment, coordihato;s and ths DPI said the directors haa no major ree
sponsibility, In staffing, instruction, and ine-gervice education, the DPI
reported that the directors were without responsibility, and the Committee
felt this was appropriate. The coordinators reported that the directors
hsd regponsibility for staffing and in-service education but not for.in-
struction. 'Howsver, the directors reported that they had decision meking
responsibilities in all program areas, The DPIureported that it was re=-
sponsible for decision making in the area of in-service education, and '
the Committee tndicated that this was appropriate; neither the coordina-
tor nor the directors agreed.

In assessing recruitment efforts, the Committee thought respon81bility
should be shared among the coordinators, directors, and the DFI, The DPI
reported that this was/in fact the way it was in practice; coordinators
and directors excludeé the DPI from rer-. .8ibility sharing, .The Committee
said thet asge8sing gtaffing practice.should be the respsnsibility of the
coordinator alone, The Coordinator said that, in practice, they shared re-

sponsibflity with the directors. The directors said this responsibility

- was theirs alone, The DPI reported that it shared responsibility with the

coordinators and directors., The DPI reposted that it shared responsibility
for asgessment in every program area, but the coordinators and directors
excluded the DPI in every area, The coordinators ana directors each
reported that only they assessed instruction., The Committee saw

this as a function of the coordinators alone. There was no agreewent




“the DPI reported it also shared the reésponsivility. The Committee said

coordinators and the directors, reported that-it alone was responsible

N

'

vhatasever wvhen it came to assigning responsibility for assessing - . -, |
in-service education -~ the directors said they alone had responsibility,

the coordinators said they shared responsibility with the directors, and
this should be a function of the coordinators alone, Each group, the

for assessing collaboratipn. The DPI reported this responsibility was
shared among itself and the other two groups, an arrangeme;t in ling with
the expectationsg of the Committee.‘

The situation is even more confused about who is responsible for
standard setting., What is urgentiy needed is a series of discussions
7ithin each of the groups involved and between them on each issue raised.
If there is to be a coherent and purposeful program at merged area and
state levels, a series of staff conferences is clearly a priority to
explore which of these dramatic differences in perception are only
matters of définition and which represent fundemental differences in
understanding. This process should be seen as & positive one of building
e s0lid and explicit consensus both on goal priorities and on assignment
of responsibility for formulating, implementing, ana modifying them in
light of a systematic assesgment of prégresé?

It would be healthy for leaders in the program to also encourage an

exchange of views, among staff members about the assumptions which deter-

mine extent and nature of shared responsibility for the various functions
of goal setting as described in the introduction to this section, How and
why is responsibility for decision making, standard setting, and assessing

progress allocated among coordinators, directors, teachers, the DPI, and

)
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others in the manner that it is for recruitment, staffing, instruction,

in-service education, gand collaboration?




INSTRUCTIQN ‘

Teaching and learning ;re at the heart of the educational enterprise;
they are dealt with here under the rubric of instruction; If this gsection
:{is the most crucial part of our evaluation of ABSE in Iowa, it is also the
most complex. Much of the data in other sections of the report =- for
 example, the section on goals, deals directly or indirectly with .instruc-~
tion. Moreover, the extended analyses of the student questionnaire data
and the learﬁing center coordinator questionnaire data in Section III also
bear directly on questions of teaching and learning. . -,
This section addresses those questions related to instruction which
were of concern to the Evaluation éommittee. It is organized in eight g
sub-sections: (1) Facilities, which deals sith types of facilities and
locations; (2) Subject iatter Emphasis, dealing with what is taught and
what should be taught; (3) Orientation, Assessment, and Testing,"which
is mainly concerned with what happens to the student when he enters the
program and how progress is monitored thereafter; (4) The Independent
Learning Center, wﬁich deals with various aspects of the ILC's role in
Towa's ASE program; (5) materials, which briefly considers the sources of
instructional materials; (6) Instructional ifethods, which deals with
structure and process in the classroom environment; (7) Teacher's
Counseling Role, a.bfief gssessment based on responses to a single item;
"~ (8) Use of Paraprofessionals, covering both paid aides and volunteers. -
Findings of central importence and their implications are summarized

and discussed at the end of this section.




Facilities

L

The Evaluation Committee was interested in the location and‘degree

‘w\."-‘t,\.“

of "cluster and scéttef" of ABE facilities in the state of Iowa. The

Committee -felt that a variety of different kian of faé¢ilities and loéa;
i tions should characterize Iowa;ABE prograns, Tﬁe proportional distribu~
tion of ABE clﬁéses among different Kinds of facilities that should ob-
tain in I;wa was set forth by the Committee as foliéws: 35% in scattered
outreach classes in facilities of co-sponsors;:25% in scattered classes
in school buildings after school hours; 20% clustered classes held in a

center both day and evening; 20% outreach classes in facilities of com-

munity organizations.

There vas considerab%e variety in class location reported by co-
ordinators in the 15 mergéd areas.. For example, over half the coordina=-
tors reported 15% oriless clustered classes held in a center during both
day and evening hours; 4 reported about half their classes in such a
facility, and one reported that tlhiree-fourth of his classes were held in
& centralized facility, and 5 reported no such classes. The general

i picture across the state, however, comes close to the kind of diversity
9dvocated by the Committee., Only %o merged areas held more than two~
thirds of their classes™in any one of the four facility/location categories
providéa on the questionnaire. One, noted above, held 75% of its classes
in a learning center and'another'reported holding 80% of its classes in
various school buildings in the evening. The average percentage of ABE
classes reported by the 18 coordinators for each of the four categories

is a8 follows: 30 scattered classes in school buildings; 26% outreach
-

classes in facilities of community organizations; 21% clustered classes

M ] , N
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held in a center day and evening; 2ﬂ% scattered outreacg classes in co;
sponséi facilities; and about 3% "other," such as classes held in -
feachers' homes. There are siightly fewer scattered outreach classes
held in co-sponsor facilities than anticipated by the Evaluation Committee

(35% vs. 21% in practice).

Subject Matter Emphasis

A primary concern ?f the E;aluation aomhittee wag the ewmphasis given
to various subjecf matter areas in Iowa's ABE progra@. It was taken for
granted that the éhR's are and should be strongly emphasized. Other sub-
ject matter areas were rarik ordered by the Committee according to the
amount of emphasis which should be given to them by teachers. -Coping
skills Y?é ranked first, social studies/civics second, consume; education
third, énd health education fourth.

Ag expected, teachers ¥eported.very heavy emphasis on the 3 R's.

97% of teachers ranked reading and cowmunication skiils either first or
second (mostly first), and 5%% ranked math either first or“sec?nd (mostly
second). Other subjects did not fare well in comparison, although copihg
skills was ranked first or second by a [ourth of the teachers followed by
health (11%),,consumer education {5%), and social studies (4%). Coordina-
tors also reported that coping was given greater emphasgis in practice

than other subjects (other than the 3 R's), Teacher intended practice
rankings did not differ much from current practice rankings. Coping was
£anked first or second by 32% followed by héalth (7%), consumer education
(6%), and social studies (4%). The upshot is that teachers agree with the
Committee that coping 'should (and does) receive greater emphasis than

other subjects, except for the 3 R's, However, social studies/civics

.
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came‘in lagst in both current and intended practice rankings by teachers.

~

The Committee felt it should receive considerably greater emphasis.

L3S

‘

Data on gubject matter emphasis ﬁas also secured from students. They
reported that the 3 R's recéi&ed by far the gre;test emphasis by their
teachers, Moreover, they indicated overwhelmingly that the 3 R's,
especially readiné, were the subjects that were "most important” to them.
When asked "which would you like more emphasized in class?", 71% of st&-
dents checked reading, writing, and math compared with 29% who checked. -

"problems of everyday living.'-~When asked "tould you like more class

¢
digcugsion about problems of jobs, consumer problems, health, famiiy
life, or public affairs?”’, 56% checked "yes," and bu% checked."no;"
Clea}l&, students tend to see the trad;tional 3 R's as not only em-
phasized by their teachers bup important tc them éﬁr whatever reasons
they enroll in ABE. This is hardly surprising in view of the fact that
half of Iowa's students say their main reason for coming to ABE is to
earn a high school diploma, Nonetheless, it should be borne in mind tﬁat

for every 7 students who woﬁld like more emphasis on the 3 R's, there are

3 who wbuld prefer greater emphasis on problems of everyday living.

Orientation, Assessment and Testing

In the judgment of the Evaluation Committee, orientation of new stu-

-

dents to ABE should be the responsibility of the teacher, Three fourths

.of the teachers surveyed indicated that this is the current pragtice in

Ay

Jowa, and that orientation of new students should be primarily the responsi-
bility of teachers. All but 3 coordinators reported that the teachers’ in

their merged areas had primary responsibility for orientinz students.

o
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Initial assessment of an ente%ing student's achievement level snould,
according to the“Evaluation Committee,. be accomplished by using assesjﬁ
ment techniques in the following sequence: - interview, previous records,
locally developed tests, and standardized tests. Teachers agreed by and
large on the 1mportance of the 1nterview, vith two~thirds indicating that
in practice it is the first step in the assessment process. However, a

. # significant minority (33%) indicated that administration of a standardized
test is the first step in the assessment process., Intended practice re-
sults were virtually identical, with two~thirds indicatifdg that the inter-
view ghould come first and about a fourth indicatiné that & standardized fﬂ
test should be the first step in asseéé1ng(}ditial achievement level. All
but two of the coordinators reported that the, first step in assessment
involves an interview. Coordinators reported the following sequence a8
most prevalent: interview, locally developed test, standardized test,.
and previous record. There was widespread variation in practice in
sequencing, although almost all began withi an 1nterview.

While teachers and the Committee agree to a large extent that priori-
ty should be given to the interview, they differ substantially concerning

the placg of standardized tests in the assessment sequence. Only 20% of

-~ the teachers agree with the Evaluation Committee that standardized tests

kS

should come'%est in the assessment sequence. Moreover, teachers disagree
among themselves about the place of standardized tests: about a fourth of
the teaehers say'it should come first; another fourth say it should come
second and still another fourth say it should come third. c o
A similar split-of opinion among teachers obtains for use of locally
developed tests and previous records. ‘hile only a handful feel these

[ N
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procedures should come first in the agsessment sequence, roughly equal °

proportions say that local tests énd records should come second, third

or fourth, There is substantial evidence of disagreement among teqchers
© v . *
concerning the preferred sequence of procedures fo2 assessing an entering

o

student's achievement level,

M

In a related item, the Evaluation Committee indicated that initial "

aésessmentﬂégﬁgxgggggl K111 levels should be made by the teacher rather

s e

than by.the'coordidafor or ‘other staff members. 89% of theé teachers re-
ported that in actu&l practice the teacher does make initial assessment,

of skill level with . 109 1ndicating that the coordinato: performs this
- - n
function, Intended practice data on this item revealed a similar distri~ °

bution. Coordinators overwhelmingly égreed that teachers had primary
. responsgibility foi orienting new students,

‘In the judgment of the Evaluation«Commitéée, diagnostic.placemen
tests should be used ip AﬁE programs in Iowa, gut tﬁey should be ad-
ministered "sopetiﬁe after eProllment," not "at time of enro;lment.". This
view, it might bve noted,(is coﬁ%istent'wigh the Committee'g feeling- hat*
testing -should be the last step in the initial assessment process, How-
ever,’teacher reports;of current practice substantially conéfadicted the

Committee's expectation. 28% of teachers indicated that diagnostic -

placement tests are never administered, 42% stated they are administered

©
~

at timeFof enrollment, and only 30% said such tests are given sometime

" after enrollment,
T
Coordinators also reported variability in current practice. U noted

that placement tests are never used in their programs, 6 checked "at time

of enrollment,"” and 8 indicated "sometime after enrollment,"

3
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Teacher intentions also diverged‘from the Committee's standards:
149 ‘said tests should be administered at time of enrollment, 4O% indicated -

sometime after enrollment, and 17% said tests should.never be,used. Again
N <
a large proportion of teachers are at odds with ‘the Committee concernfng

the use of tests. And once &gain, teachers disagree among themselves'

-

about how tests should be used for initial diagndsis and placement. It

might be noted that while.28% of teachers report that tests are never used

<

for diagnostic placement purposes, only 17% say that such tests shouid

. . "

not be used. 8 o

s The Evaluation Commrttee felt that tests (both standardized and

R I

teacher developed) should not be emphasized for assessing student progre§s
& dk v
once the student is entslied. Instead, the Committee felt that periodic

review of student progress should emphasize the following procedures:

4

(1) Teacher swmary review (first priority); (2) Student-teacher conference

v

(seconq. priority); and (3) Staff conference (third priority). ‘Teachers.

agreed (82%) that\in practice staff conferences are third prforityg but -
they vere about evenly divided between those who-felt that teacher-student
. ‘ conferences and summary review by the teacher are given highest priority
in assessing student progress: Intended practice data also showed some~
thing.df 8 split, W1th high agreement (887%) that staff conferences 5522193
o rank third, but with 59% ranking teacher-student conferences first and .
. Lok, ranking teacher summary evaluations first. While<the Committee felt o
that unilateral evaluation by the teacher of studeat progress should be
emphasized, a maaority of teachers seemed to feel that stugi:nts “should be
c &

involved 1n the process.

- “e

. The Evaluation Committee Felt that standardized achievement tests should

Q " . ‘ “‘ . . ’ 115)
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be uged in Iowa, bat they expressed the -expectation .that such tests be
~» L2

used flexibly and not administered routinely at regularly scheduled -
1nterva1s (e.g., after 100 or 200 ;hours &f 1nstruction) Four-fifths

of theqteachers‘survexed reported that, in line with the Committee's
C <, s, ) ° . . D)

expectation, standerdized tests are not administered at regularly . .

scheduled intervals, Coordinators' reports were coLgruent with the
(o4 ¢ o a

teachers' only one coord1nator stated that tests are administered

-

o B
at regular 1ntervals in his tmrged aréa; one other sa1d that such "tests”

o o ©

are never used in his program. But many teachers are apparently dis-

,satisfled w1th the status quo in the test1ng area, sllghtly*more thﬁn R
:half think tests should be administered at regular intérvals’, compared ®

£

"with h8% who think otherwiSe. .Once again, teachers areaspllt among

I

. o )
° - N -~ [ Py
themselves regarding testing and dnce again a large proportion regect
the standard of practice determiﬁed?by the Evaluatlon Committee. _? e

In evaluatlng student progress the Evaluatlon‘Comm&ttee felt hhat o -
the following’ three sourcei of 1nformation snould bé consideredplmportsnt \

c

in the follow1ng order of emphasis. (1) summary rev1ew by teacher, .

Y
a

(2) student-teacher'conference, and (%) staff eonference. Two~thirds

3

" or more of the coordinators reportmng on current practice reversed the-

s order, placing first emphasis on student-teacher conference, second on
. teacher rev1ew. In report%ng current practice teachers were evenly
* divided, half assigning.first priority to teacher review, half to stu-..

. S TN .
dent~téecher conference. When asked which of these procedures should

ﬁeceive°priority, teachers favored student~teacher conferences over
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over summary teacher review (59} and 4O} respectively).

@
. A substantial majority of teachers also ranked the priority Which
shoul.d be given three practices pertaining to periodic reviews of student
progress. Teacher observation wes first, teacher developed classroom:

tests was secon&, age standardized achievement tests third. However,

29% placed first-priority-oq tests, most of these on.ﬁtandardized achieve=

ment tests. In reportiﬁg current practice, teachers indicated the same

order of pr{ority, but for 507 standardized achievement tests were a first

or second priori‘l:yzj . % \

)

In the matter of how studénts records should be used, the Evaluation

K

. Committee indicated that great emphasis (scored 5 on 1l-5 scale)! should

be put on records for the following purposes: Refer students to other

programs, employers, etc., and prepare reports for ABE coordinator;
moderately great emphasis (scored\ﬁ) should be put on use of records to
evaluate studggz progress in program and coﬁnsel students; finally, some
emphagis (scoredx3) should be placed on using records to place students
in class. )

Only a minorityvof teachers indicated that moderate to great em-
phasis (score of 4 or 5) was put on student records for any of these
purpoges. 36% indicated moderately great to great emphasis was placed
on use of records to counsel students, 314 to refer students to other
programg, employers, etc., and 19% to place students in class. According
tojteachers, then, -records; when used at all, are uséd mainly for
co&nseting and evaluating students. In contrast, the Committee felt that

the grea@gst emphasis should be placed on use of records to refer students

to other programs and prepare reports.

- ’:)
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Current practice reports from coordinators showed great variability
in the eﬁphasis given to use of student recrpds for the purposes noted
abo&e. Nearly two fifths of the coordinators reported little or no em~
phasis placed on records for placing students in class, and the same
proportion report that relafively great emphasis is placed on records-in
preparing reports for the coordinator. Since coordinator '.ratings Jere
distributed about evenly over the full scale range for e(ih itéé;\the
only conclusions that can be drawn are that coofdinators do not report
great emphasis on the uses of records stressed by the Committee and that
practice varies considerably from one jed area to another.

Teacher intended practice data showed some discrepancy from what was
reported as current prectice. HNearly half (46%) the teachers felt that
moderately greét to great emphasis should be placed on using records to ’
counsel students; 429 indicated similar emphasis should be placed on using
records to refer students to other programs and employers; 34% emphasized
use of records for evaluating student progress; 28% felt that records
should be used' for preparing reports; and only about a fourth of the
teachers asserted that emphasis should be placed on records for placing
students in class. In ccmparing teacher current and intended practice
reports, there is a clear and statistically significant difference on
two items: Teachers beiieve that greater emphasis should be placed on
use of records to counsel students and especially to refer students to
other programs, employers, etc. While teachers concur with the Committee
that emphasis should be placed on using records for referral purposes,

they disagree with the Committee thaf great emphasis should be placed on

use of records for reporting to the eoordinator.

13
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The Independent learning Center

The role of the indigendent learning centers (I1C8) in ABE instruc-
tion was the subject of a set of related items. Interestingly, while 15
of 18 coordinators stated that ILCs were availeble to their ABE students,
only 429 of the teachers agreed that this was the case. The discrepancy
may be due in some measuré to the fact that teachers in outreach sites
in merged areas that do have ILCs probably do not see these facilities
as available to their students.

. The Evaluation Committee felt that the IIC should be available to
‘students who want to use it, but they rejected the proposition that it
should play "a regular part in the student's total program" or be "used
for remedial work for students referred by the teacher."

Teacher current practice data revealed that providing "individualized
services for studenés who request them" was the role most commonly played
by IICs in the instruction of ABE students in Iowa (checked by 23% of the
teachers whose students had access to ILCs). However, one-sixth of the
teachgrs indicated that the ILCs do in fact "provide remedial work for

“students referred by me" and another 15% reported that the ILCs "provide
instruction in designated contéﬁthareas or gkills as an integral part of

P\
the curriculum." About 10% checked each of several other possible func-

tions of ILCs, such as providing diagnostic testing, periodic achievement

testing, and counseling..

Coordinators agreed (12 of 15) with teachers that the most common
role ‘played by the ILC was to provide individuelized servicef for stu-
dent; who request them, On the average, only half as many coordinators

indicated that ILCs in their merged areas play other roles in ABE

'Y
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instruction (remediation, instruction integral to curriculum, initial
diagnosis' and only two reported that the ILC provides Qeriodic achieve
ment testing. ‘

DPI staff also responded to this item, but wé}e asked to rank order
the options according to frequency of use by ABE stugents. Two of four
DPI respondents ranked "provides individualized services" first, shile
the others ranked it second and third. "Provides remedial services"
was ranked first by one, second by two, and fifth by another. "Provides
instruction...as integral part of curriculum” was ranked first, second,
third, and fourth -~ a totally flat distribution indicating complete lack
of agreement among state staff on this very important question,

Intended practice data indicated clearly that teachers think ILCs
should play a mugh greater role in ABE instruction than they actually do
at present. LO7% of the teachers said IICs should provide individuslized
services for students who request them (contrasted with 23% who said -
such services are currently provided);-30% said ILCs should provide re~
medial work, c?mpared with only 17% who reported that ILCs currently pro-
vide remedial work; 28% felt ILCs should\provide instruction as an integral
part of the curriculum, but only 15% reported that thi§ is now being done.
Relatively few teachers (about one-sixth) felt that the ILCs should offer
other services such as initial diagnosis, periodic achievement testing,
and counseling. About 10% thought the ILC sho»ld play no role whatever
in ABE instruction.

Additional data on the role the ILC does and should play in ABE in-
gtruction was obtained from ILC coordinators in 11 of the 15 merged areas

(some arees had more than one IIC coordinator, others had none). Rather

-
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strangeiy? there was a consistent pattern of response from the ILC coordi-
nator indicatgng that the IILC plays a greater role in ABE instruction

than it should play., For example, 20 ILC coordinators said their centers ,/
currently provide "individualized services for ABE students who request
them,"”' but only 8 indicated that the ILC ghould provide such services.

A like pattern was found for every ILC function, Approximately twice

as many ILC coordinators indicated that the IIL does provide services

such as counseling, diagnostic and achievement testing, remediation,
counseling, and instruction as part of the ABE‘curriculum than feel

that fhe IIC ghould provide these Bervices. (For a more detailed analy~
sis of the ILC coordinator survey date, see Sect. 3.) Obviously, if
teachers want the ILCs to play & greater role in ABE instruction, and

ILC coordinators want the'ILgs to play a lessqproqinent role in ABE,

there is reason to expect that conflict will ensue. ,

A further anomely in regard to the IIC is that if teachers think it
should play a greater role in ABE instruction, students apparently do not.
When agked, "In what ways do you most like to learn?", two-thirds of the
students ranked "in the learning center” as their last choice., Only 6%
picked "learning center" as first choice, while 12% ranked it second and
14% ranked it third. This startling finding may be explained in part by =
the fact that many students have had little experience working in an ILC
environment.‘ Nonetheless, 23% of the students did not respond to the
IIC option in this particular question, This high non~-response rate
suggests that the 23% had no experience of the ILC while most of the
others probably did have some familiarity with a learning center. Thus

it seems that students definitely do prefer self-study with the teacher

\
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giving help as needed,féﬁall group learning, and even the traditional
lecture approach ove; working independently in .the ILC.

According to the Evaluation Committee, the. student's work in the IIC
should be planned collaboratively by the teacher and/or counselor with
the student. This expectation is not shat most teachers report as
actually occurring. U2% of thé teachers indicate that they themselves
prescribe the student's work in Ehe IIC. Collaborative planning with the
‘center céoordinator or counselor was reported by only 21% of the teachers.’
17% said that IIC coordiﬁator or instructor prescribed the student's work
in the center,

Teacher-intent data presents a very different pictu£e. When

- teachers were asked how the student's vork in the ILC should be planned,
& majority (52%) checked the collaborative option, 19% said the student's
work shoﬁld be planned by the teacher, 10% indicated by ILC coordinator
or instructor, 12% indicated "by the student," and 7% opted for the
counselor, Thus only a fifth of the teachers report that the student's
work in the IIC is currently plamned collaboratively with ILC a?éff,

h whereas half the teachers feel that planning the student's work should
be done collaboratively., This discrepancy is another indicator of
potentiai conflict concerning the place of the ILC in Iowa's ABE program.ﬁ

. The data suggest that teachers want to work <collaboratively with ILC
staff, but that this is not generally how things happen at present..
Interestingly, a majority (8) of the ILC coordinators responding to the
question reported that they or their staff prescribed the ABE student's
work in Fhe ILC. Collaborative planning 7as reported by 3 IIC coordina-

tors, and 2 noted that the ABE teacher prescribed the students' work in

the ILC.
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Curriculum Materials

The Evaluation Committee felt that commercially published materials
should generally not be used "as is,” but rather should be adapted by
the teacher for use in Iowa A3E cléssrooms. The Committee's expectations
on the proportion of materials of various tyﬁés that should be used in 2
the ABE classroom are shown in Table 4 in conjunction with réports from

teachers and coordinators.

Table b

Instruétional Materials by Category
(in mesn percentages)

Teachers
. Eval,

Materials Category Comm. Coord. Current Intended
1. Used as commercially 4

published 20% 59% 66% 544,
2, Adapted by teachers from -

commercial materials 60% 23% 1% 25%
3. Developed by teacher 15% 11% 13% 14%
4, Developed by local

cooperative effort 5% 6% 5% T%

As Table 4 shows, there are wide discfepancies in the first two
materials categories between the CQmmittee and the coordinators‘and
teachers. Teachers, in reporting current practice, indicated that the
Committee's expectations are out of line with actual classroom practice
in Iowa. Coordinators' reports corroborate those of the teachers. About
- one third of the coordinators reported that over 75% of materials were '
used as commercially published, and one third reported that 507 or less

of the materials were used in this form. 69% of the coordinators who

- -




LY

reported the use of adapted materials indicated that 10%=30% of these
meterials we;e used. In two areas adapted materials were reported to
represent 75% and 80% of the materials used. Teachers who reported
their preferences concerning instructional materials also disagreed

with the Evaluation Committee concerning the emphasis which should be
given to teacher adaptation of commercial materials. Teachers as a
group think that about half the waterials they use should be used as
commqrcialiy published, wﬁereas the Committee's preference ig for a ﬁﬁch
more modeétq?é%. The Committee's enthusiasm f?r teacher adaptation of
commercial materials'is eyidently not shared by most te;chers. ‘There

is, however% a stizht trend for teachers to prefer more adaptation of
commercial haterials; but the divergence is slight between teacher
assessment of what is and vhat should be regarding the nature of ine

structional materials,

Instructional Methods

3

The items in this section éddress directly the critical issues of -

structure and process in educational methods. The Evaluation Committee

was keenly interested in the way the ARZ classroom is organized to
14 i -
facilitate adult learning. N

The pros and cons of a number of approaches to involving students

in their own learning were weighed, with the Committee preferring the

more active indivi&ual and small group approaches to the more traditional

e

and passive lecture/recitation format. The following ways of facilitating
student learning were selected as "preferred" by the Committee, which !
subsequently rank ordered them by importance as follows: One-to-one in-

structional interaction with tgachers (first?, pairs or small groups of
L4
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students practice skills together (second), small groups participate in
'~ distussion-emd-problem solving (third), use of programmed materials
) (fourth), and use of simulated learning situations such as games and
role playing (fifth). An additional option, not selected as preferred
by the Committee, was added ?o the teacher and coordinator question-
naires: "Through planning and evaluating their Z§£udent'§7 educational
experiences." e

Teacher current practice reports showed great variability_in thev
extent to which these ins?ructional gpproaches were utilized in the state
of Iowa. There was considerable agreement, however, that one-to-one in-
struction is by far the most widely employed technique, with 53% ranking ,

¢ i§ firast in frequency of use and 19% ranking it second. There was &also ~°
agreement that use of simulatéd learning situations £s relatively in-
frequent: About two-thirds of thF teacﬁers rénked this ;pp;o;ch~fifth°
or sixth in freguency of use. Partigipation by students in plannigg and
evaluating their educational experiences was also fatéd as infrquent in
practice, with two-thirds ranking it either fourth, fifth, or ;ixth.

In general, teacherQ’think the current pattern of emphasis one
various instructional approaches is shat should ﬁrevail in ABE class~ ]
rooms. Exactly thg scme proportion of teachers indicatedathat one~-to-
one insfruction ghould be ranked first or second as ranked it first
or second in describing actuel practice. Likewise, there was little
di}ference between current and intended practice regarding the relative
importance of programmed meterials, discussion groups, simulation, and
S0 on. . : .

In comparing current practice with what teachers think ghould

¢
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obfaiq;in Towa classrooms, the only item which shows a statistically sig-
nificant difference is the technique of usinéxpairs or smgll groups of
' AN
students 'to practice skills together (note this is not the same as using
; b
small groups for discussion and problem solving). \wgile only 6% reported
this method first in frequency'of use in actual practice, 157 said it
should rank first in frequency of use in Iowa classrooms., Conversely,

249 reported that use of pairs or small groups for skills practice renked

either fifth or sixth in actual practice but only 13% thdhght his

approach to instruction should rank fifth or sixth in freqﬁency use.
The Commi ttee considered tﬁis technique as high priority (ranked second);
consequently, the trend for teachers to prefer more emphasis on group
for skills practice isein line with Committee expectations.

While the current practice data reveal a great deal of diversity in
teaching methods,’what is ;erhaps more significant is that teachers
geperally do not agree on the amount of emphasis which should be given

to alternative instructional methods. Teachers substantially agree in

+

reporting both practice and preference on only two items: that one~-to-
one instruccion is and ;hould be emphasized and that simulation techniques
are not and should not be emphasized. There is considerable divergence
in teacher opinion about how much emphasis should be placed on other
instructional techniques.

Coordinators' reports of current practice were congruent with those
of the teachers, all ranking one~to-one instruction as either first or
second in actual practice (11 ranked first, 5 second). Disagreement on

the other methods was similar to thet reported by teachers.

Students were asked 2 modified version of the same question: "In
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what ways do you most like to learn?" "Through self-study, with teacher
.giving help as needed" was ranked first by a large majority (50%), fol-
lowed by "in the class divided into small groups" (26% first, 43% second);
and "with all the students in the class as a whole" (15% first, 21% second);
and "in the learning center" (6% first, 12% secoﬂd). Like their teachers
and like the Evaluation Committee, students prefer one-to-one individuslized
instruction, but they are more inclined than their teachers to reject
the totqlly~individualized environment of the learning center.
A closely related gquestion had to do with technigques for accoumo-
dating differences among students. The Evaluation Committee indicated
that the greatest emphasis should be placed on one-to-one ingtruction in-
the classroom and on making individuval reading, writing, or math assign-
ments. Moderately great emphasis, the Committee felt, shoul& be placed 4
on "grouping students with similar problems and interests éogether“ and
"gending students to the learning center." The Committee indicated |
fqrther that "use of programmed materials" should receive only & moderate
or average degree of emphasis and that "tutoring outside of classroom"
should receive moderately low emphasis. \
Fifteen of 18 coordinators reported that in bractice greatest em~
phasis is placed on one~to-one 1ﬂ§truction. Making individual assign~ %
ments was reported by lp of 18 coordinators as receiving at least
moderately great emphasis, while 13 coordinators rated "group students
with similar problems or interestsotogether" as receiving at least
moderately great emphasis. Only 2 coordinators reported that sending
students to the learning center was strongly eméhﬁsized as a wey to

accommodate student differences, while 9 reported this approach received

little or no emphasis. for the other methods listed (tutor outside

-,
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class, use programmed materials), coordinators! reports varied, with
about half indicating at least moderate emphasis and the other half’little
or no emphasis. - ‘
DPI staff were als> asked to respond to this item. One staff member
indicated moderately little emphasis on one~to-one instruction in actual
practice, while the others reported moderately great or great emphasis.
Interesfingly, DPI staff were split on the emphasis given to independent
learning centers, with 2 reporting moderately little emphasis and 2 re-
porting moderately great emphasis, The coordinators, it wili be recalled,
indicated ;omparatively little emphasie on the ILCs. DPI opinion was
divided on most of the other methods, although responses tended to cluster
around the middle range of the scales. An exception was "tutor outside
classroom," which 3 of 4 DPI staff rated as receiving little emphasis.

-

3y and larée’feacper reports of current practice were in agreement

. With coordinators and did not diverge greatly from the expectatiods of

the Ev%iuat;on Committee. - Thus nearly ali the teachers stated that one~

to-one inst;uctio was greatly emphasized and about three-fifths re-
N

ported modefately; ét to great/émphasis on making individual aséign;

ments (ranked second by Committee), and grouping students with similar
problems/interests together (rﬁnked third by Committee)., However, while
three-fifths of the teachers indicated moderately great to great emphasis
qn‘uée of programmed materials, the Committee felt that this technique
ﬁgggglg receibéﬁonly average emphasis. On one item there was great
divergence: "hile tﬁe Commit%g¢°fe1t chat moderately great emphasis
a
sh?gld be placed on senéing students QP the learning center, only %%

of the teachers reported equally great emphasis in practice.

Q Pa
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Teacher intended practice reports concerning accommodating student
differences -showed a pattern qf preference not too different from actual
practice in Iowa's classrooms. The one major discrepancy also involved
the role of the indépendent learning center, While 86% of te?cheré de-
scribing current practice indicated little or no emphasis is placed on
the IIC, only 60% in&ieated that comparably little empha:sis should be °
placed oﬂ the IIC. While this is certainl& a sizeable difference (apd
in the direction desirgd—by tAeNEvaluation Committee), its meaning should
be kept in perspective. only 15% of peaéhers think the ILC should re~
ceive moderately great emphasis‘and about a fourth think it should re-
ceive an average or moderate amdﬁnt of emphpsig.. Teachers, then, are
not as enthusiastic as the Commigtee concerning the potential role of -
the IIC in helping to accommodate differenc¢es among students.

. Other differences were found between intended and current prac;ice”
which, while statistically significant at the .05 level or beyond, are
from a practicai standpoint so slgght'in.magéitude ;éato be of négligible
limportance. Using :urrent pr?ctice as the 'base of comparison, t;achers
.felt that (1) more emphasis should be placed on grouping student? with
similar problems/interests; (2) more emphisis should be placed ob making
individual reading, writing or math assignments; (3)'ﬁore emphasis should
be placed on tutoring outside classroom; (4) more emphasis should be put
" on use of programmed materials.

Patterns of teacher/student interaction in the classroom were also
of concern to the Evaluation Committee. Among a number of options con-
sidered, the Committee agreedwthat greateét emphasis should be given to

"instructor rotates according to a pre-establisheh plan."” A moderate

-
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degree of emphasis should be given to "instructor rotates at random” and
N "{nstructcy comes to student at student's initiative." The Committeezfelt

o that little empﬁasis‘should be given to "student comes to instructor at

®

- instructor’s ipitiative" and "student comes to instructor at student's

o

1n1tiative.,“ ot , C ' .

v oot ) ' Teachers reported that by far the greatest emphasis in current prac-

-

° © tice is placed on the Instructor rotating at random (ranked first or o

<

second by 79%). "Instructor comes to student at student's initiative" .

. . o [n)
vwas seen by teachers as receiving second greatest emphasis in practice

< ° N

° (66% ranked this first oy second, mostly second) There was & very large
‘o /
discrepancy between the Committee and teacher reports on the option "{n-

“+

»  gtructor rotates amony students according»to pre-esﬁiblished plan."

P .While this procedurefwas ranked first by the Committee,Ovirtually no
v teachers ranked it first -~ in fact 607h ranked 1t last Half of the
teachers who were asked what pattern of contact should pertain also
ranked this pattern last.\ They, too, preferred random rotation (ranked
f‘fist by 44%)° £ollpwed bylthe iﬁstructorhcoming to the student.at the
; i student's initiative:(26%) and the student cominé to the instructor at
ﬁthe student;s initiative (20%)5 Thus there was little discrepancy be-

v i tween current and intended practice as reported by teachers but there was
: E

. considerable discrepancy between the’ teachers and the Evaluation Committee

P

concerning the emphasis which is and should be given to the pattern of
§ * . teacher rotation according to a pre-established plan.

A large proportion of coardinators' also reportorandom'rotation as

©

the prevailing pattgrn of instructional interaction, and most ranked °

rotation according to a plan fourth or fifth, The only procedure ranked
A
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lower by coordinators was that of the student coming to the instructor

at the instructor's initiative.

9 v

* Teacher's Counseling Role -

The Eyaluation Committee believed that counseling should be an im-
portant ;nd integral part of the ABE t;acher's role. Specifigglly, the‘
) Committeglindic;;;d that "Helpiné stu&ents-with personal and vocational
problems” ghould be of :rately great importance in the teacher's role
in Iowa's ABE progfﬁm. ’ .
Teacher current practice reports revealed that counseling is seen
a majo:ity of teachers as important to their role in their classroom.
v A fifth of the teachers reported that they placgé great emphasis on
cénnseling (ci?cled 5 on 1-5 scale) and eanother third reported modérately- —— .
lgreat emphasis, Only 12 percent report little or no emphasis on counseling
in their role as teacher,
State DPI staff were also queried about the importance of c;unseling.
All agreed that it plays an important part in the work of ABE teachers
in Iowa. All bﬁt 3 of the coordinators also agreed that counseling stu-
dents on personal and vocational problems is an important part of the
teacher's jobi
Teachers felt, too, that they should help students with personal
and vocational problems. Thera was not, however, any great difference
between the degree of importance which teachers said they actually placed
~on counseling and the degree of importance which teachers said should be
placed on counseling. About two-thirds of the teachers indicated that

counseling should be an important or very important part of their job;

about ten percent disegreed, and the remainder indicated counseling ﬁhould
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be considered of average or moderate importance. Thus most teachers agree
T
with the Evaluation Committee that counseling should be emphagized as an

important pert of the teacher role.

.Use of Paraprofesgionals

The Evaluation Committee was interested in the role of the parapro-
fession;l (both aides and volunteers), even though the use of para-
professionals in Iowa is not yet widespread. Only 149 of Iowa's ABE
teachers reported using aides in their classrooms, 14% of the total
sample of teachers is 42, which means that this is the total number of
peraprofessionals working in ABE in Iowa if it 1is agsumed that each
teacher has one aide, 12 teachers described their aides as volunteers,
21 as peid paraprofeséionals, and 9 as neither volunteers nor paid para-
professionnls but considered them to be in some other category. When ‘
asked how they used their aides, about helf the teachef% indicated
"mostly as co-teacher,g and slightléﬂiéssjthan half checked '"mostly
tutors individuals." Only 2 teachers reportéd that fheir aides were used
mostly for non-teaching tasks.

The Committee was.concerned with the allocation of the aide's time
in performing various tasks. According to the Committee, an aide (peid
or vol&né‘h’)-in Iowa should allocate her time as follows: 18% to
clericalhwork;‘SB to housgkeeping.chores; 5/ to childcare; 12% to
counseling;llo% to recruigihg\students; and 50} to instruction-related
tasks,

As might be expected, teacheis report that aides generally devote

nearly all their time to instruction. Four-fifth of the teachers in-

dicated that 80% or more of their aide's time is devoted to instruction.

N
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The other teachers indicated varying amounts of time for instruction,
with none reporting that their aides spend no time on instruction-refated
tasks, Only a handful of teachers reported that their aides spend any
time at all on clerical, housekeeping, childcare or recruitment tasks.
About half report that their aides spend at least some time on counseling,
with three teachers in this group noting that their aidesvspend half or
more of their time counseling students, ‘

Coordinators agreed with teachers on the pattern of aide use in ABE
classrooms. Of the 10 coordinators who reported that aides were used in
their merged arg®W only one indicated that the aides devoted less than
half time to instructional duties. |

Teacher intended practice data show the same pattern reported above:
four-fifths of the teachers say thet aides should spend 80 or more of
their time on instructional tasks, About half the teachers said aides
should spend some time (between 10 and 40%) on clerical tasks,

The overall picture seems clear, Almost all aides in Iowa spend
most of their time on instruction-related tasks. loreover, teachers agree
that this is the way aides should spend their time., The Committee saw
the ide;%, "composite aide" as a jack of all trades spending half her
time .on tgéks‘other than teaching, Contra:g,to the Committee's expecta~
tions, very ;éw\aides in Iwwa devote more than a fraction of their time
to non-teaching\%asks.

The Evaluation\ébmmittee was interested in the way in which aides

were used for instruction:ie;ated tasks. It felt that half the aide's

~.
~

total instructional time should be spend on individual tutoring, 48% on
working with small groups of students, and a negligible 2% on teaching

the class as a whole, : .
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The actusl distribution of aide instructional time as reported by
teachers diverges very little from the Committee's standard, Nearly two-
fifths of the teachers reported that their aides spend expct}y half their
instructional time tutoring individuals, Only a handful of teaché;§\re-
port their aides spending no time or all their time on individual tutoring.
The distribution of aide time reported for working with small groups of
students was similar, with a slightly lower proportion indicating thet
half or more of the aide’s time is spent in group work, Nearly all
teachers reported that their aides spend little or no time teaching the
class as a whole,

Coordinators report pretty much what teachers do concerning the use
of the aide's instructional time, Coordinators indicated that aides
spend an average of two-thirds of their time tutoring individuals and
one-third working with small groups. Two coordinators reported that
aides spend 10% of their instructional time teaching the class as a
whole, |

No meaningful difference could be detected between the teachers
report as current practice regarding use of aide instructional time and
what teachers indicate should be the provortion of time aides devote to
different instructionsl methods. Teachers generally felt that aides
should divide their time between individual tutoring and groups,,

with somevwhat more emphasis on individual tutoring.

Interpretative Summary

There was a generally high degree of consensus between teachers and
coordinators concerning current practice in Iowa's ABE classrooms. Co-.

ordinators appear generally to be aware of instructional practices in

3
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their merged arees. Their corroboration of the teachers reconfirms that
our benchmark data on practice reflect the current realities of instruc-’
tion in Iowsn.

There are substantial discrepencies among'the Evaluation Committee's
_expectations, teacher reports of current practice, and most important,
teacher opinion cuncerning what should obtain regarding instructional
practice ir ABE, Teacher and Committee expectations diverge on several
important matters related to instruction. 7

Perhaps the most interesting and.significant discrepancies are those
within groups. Teachers and coordinator% reach report wide variations in
the instructional process in current praétice. Some degree of variability
on certain items would be expected since Lircumstances differ between
merged areas and one would expect to findxthese differences reflected in
instructional practice., Nonetheless, it is hard to see why, for example,
standardized achievement tests are appropriate for some merged areas and
not for others or why small group instruction should be a priority in one
part of Iowa and not in another section of the state. Not only do teachers
report that they do things differently in actual practice, but they often
reveal wide variation in opinion concerning what should be the norm in
classroom practice. ILack of some degree of consénsus among teachers

about, for example, what should be the nlace of standardized tests in

ABE, indicates a fundamental issue in 2ducational practice.

\



PROBLEM AREAS ' . ‘

A, What Should Be Taught?

For the most pert, ABE in Iowa place% heavy emphasis on teaching the
3 R's, This is hardly surprising in ligh; of the fact that half of the
students give earning & high school diplomé‘as their principal reason for
enrolling in ABE, The question is, are importgnt subject areas related -
to problems of everyday living neglected?

Our data do not provide a clear answer. Social studies and eivics
is ranked lesst important by teachers in both.curren; and intended p;ac-
tice. The Evaluation C;mmittee, however, felt that considerable emphasis
should be given to this subject, at least in comparison to other non- |

A sizeable minority of students appear to be dissatlsfieg with the
current heavy emphesis on the 3 R'é, When asked, "Which would you like
‘emphasized more in class?", 29% checked problems of everyday living and
~ 71% checked reading, writing, and math. When asked, "Would you iike more
class discussion gbout problems of jobs, consumer problems, health, family
life, or public affairs?" a majority {56/) responded affirmatively,

An imﬁiication of these fihdings is that consideratioh might be given
to organize separate groups and develop alternative curricule when feasible,
organize separate classes for those students who want instruction in the
3 R's to pass the GED exam (or for some other reason) and those'who have
different reasons for enrolling in ABE (e Zes self-improvement) and might -
prefer gr;;;;r emphasis on coping skills and other "life-related" subject
matter. There is every argument for teaching the basic skills through

life-related subject matter.
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B. How Should Undereducated Adults Be Taught?

Teachers disagree about the relative merits of various instructional
fethods. Of six teaching methods listed, teachers agreed on only two:
one-to-one instruction should be.given great emphasis and s;qu;sted learning
situations should be given little or no emphasis, 3ut on other items,
especially use of programmed materials end use of small groups for skills
p;actice or for discussion and problem solving, teachers indicated widely
varying preferences. Why do & third of the teachers in Iowa think that
progremmed materials should receive little or no emphasis, and another
third thiﬁk they should receive great emp-asig? The same_question might
be asked about use of learning groups. Clearly these aré issues which

need to be addressed’by teachers and coordinators in the cogtext of

v

future staff develnpment efforts.

-~ A

The low esteem in which simulated 1eerning sltuations are held by

oS

teachers precludes, the use of role playing and case study, two teaching

. - . 7
methods of established value in adult education for cgpiné skills and
other related subject matter related to the problems of everyday living.
The lack of populerity of these methods suggests a lack of familiarity

“

with t@eir use which® should be rectified. ”hat well over hélf the teachers
repert limited‘er,no sse of tte method of encquragipg gtudents to psrtici«o
pate in,planding or evaluating their owe learning gud over. 4O report rel-
atively 1little use of group discussion and problem solving adds to the
impressios of a limited esd traditional mode of instruction not uncommon
in childhood education but seldom recommended‘in‘adult education. For-
tunately, teechers reéogn}ze their need for in-service education pere .
taining to indtructional methods. E

Teachers disegfeed concerning the pattefns of teecher/student inter-

action vhich should be stressed in ABE clagsrooms, Ior exampfe, the

H
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pattenn of the student coming to the instructor for assistance when the «;\~}

student feels the need was ranked first, second, third and fourth in v
desired emphasis by approximately the same proportion of teachers. There

‘was some diyvergence, too, concerning desired emphasis on other patterns. °

+ While recognizing that thefe should be room for variation in teacher style,
theqlimited use of ccaching, master-novice assignments, classroom v;s;tgtiqn,
‘eooperative planning, and group interaction anené teacners suggest that b
the disagreement reported about teaching reflects a lack of awareness

and experience in using patterns and methods of instruction different from

~—

what'is most familiar, .. ’ (

An important finding is that teeihers reject the Evaluation Committee's
expectation that rotation accordlng to a pre-established plan should re-
" ceive greatest emphasis, A large maigggty of teachers think this
- technique should receive least emphasidf Why did the Committee consider
planned rotation among students 80 1mportent and why do teachers consider
it of 8o little promise° This is another gquestion which deserves further
exploration by those responsible for staff development. Planned innova-
tions in instructional appfoaches should be encouraged through‘Iowa;s
program of experimeritation and demonstration. Superior current practices
should be identified and a systematic plan for fosterlng broader utiliza~

tion put into efféct rith appropriate 1ncentives.

C. What is the Place of Tests and Testing in ABE?

Probeb1§"it should-come as no surp;ise, but the issue of tests and
how and when they should be nsed is one of the greatest sources of con-
flict among teachers and between teachers and the Evaluation Committee.

There are three different areas of disagreement concerning tests:

s
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(1) how they fit into the initial assessment process; (2) when, if ever,
diagnostié placement tests should be given; (3) and whether or not stan-
dardized achievement tests should be administeréd at regular intervals to
evgluate student progress. ) N

Concerning the first area of controversy, the Evaluation Committee
felt that standardized tests should come last in a sequence of initial
assessment procedures which -should begin with an interview followed by
review of student records and adminisiration of a.locally developed place-
ment test., While two-ﬁhirds of'the teachers agreed with fhe Committee
that standardized tests sh~uld come lagt in this sequence, the remaingig
third felt that standard.. tests should be administered first, not last.
In a related item, teachers were asked when standardized tests should be
edministersd, if at &ll, The Committee stipulated "sometime after enroll-
ment," but many teachers disagreed: b said tests should be administered
concurrently with enrollment and 17, said they should neve; be administered.

The extent of disagreement among teachers on the uses of stendardized
tests for initial diagnosis and placement 1s enormous. This is an isBsue
which needs to be resolved, if not on a statewide basis, .at least within
each of the 15 merged areas, Tests 2nd tezting have advanteges and dis-
advantages which need study and discassion prior to formulation of a co=-
herent policy on diaénostic testing for each of the merged ares é;ogramg.

» ~

Teachers not only disagree about the use of tests for initial diag-

n;sis’and placement, but they disagree too about’ the desirability.of

achievement testing at regularly scheduled irtervals, The Evaluation >
« a
g

Committee stated that achievement tests shéuld be adwinistered as needed *

on a flexible hasis, but that they should not be administered regularly J

at periodic intervals, While four-fifths of the teachers confirmed that
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in practice standardized tests are not é@ministered at regular intervals,

about half reported that they should be administered regulerly while the

other half reported that they should not bg,administer;d at periodic inter=-

vals., Thus half the ABE teachers in Iowe reject the current policyi,in

most merged areas of, not administering tests on-a regularly scheduled
. " basts. '

" Achievement testing is another knott; issue which needs attention at

. both the state and local program levels. ABE in Iowa puts great stress on
the 3 R's and on éreparation for the GED exam. One would expect, given
the prominence of these goals, that achievement testing would be em~
phasized as a way of evaluating the effectiveness of instruction in
reading and math. Such testing is not being done in most of the merged
areas, but a great meny teachers think it should be. The cooperative
development of models of effective testing programs would represent a

desirable area for an experimental and.demonstration project.

D. What Kinds of Instructional Materials Should be Used? ¥

,The Evaluation Committee asserted that commercially published materials
should rarely be used %as.is," but rather adap;ed by the teacher for local,
use, According to the Committee, 60% of the materials used in,ABE Bhoulq

H

be adapted by §he teacher and onlyl20% should be used as commefcially
opublished. Teachers, however, sﬁrongly disagree. - On the average, tgachers ’
stated that 54% ;f the materials they use should be commercially published

. and only 25% adapted by them from chmmercial sources. Th;y dia agrée with

_the Committee that about 15} should be teacher-developed from scratch

(a2 cpposed: to adapted). g »
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What does this large discrepeancy 8ignify? There are two progable
but not mutually exclusive explanations., -Teachers may feel that a large
proportion of commercially available materials are perfectly suitable for
use in ABE classrooms without modification, In addition, teachers may
believe that they do not have the time required to adapt commercial \
materials for‘local uge to the‘extent advocated by the Evaluation
Committge. These gquestions necd exploration at the local program level,
If lack of time is a problem, it might be highly desirable for local pro=-
grams to provide the time needed for teachers to work on curriculum and
materials development. It is relevant to note here that teachers did
express a preference for less use of "as is" commercial materigls. While
teachers reported that in practice an average of 66% of their materials

were used as commercially published, Qgey said that the average propore

tion of such materials should be 54¢.

E. Uhat Should Be the Role of the ILC?

Along with testing, the role of the in&ependent learning center
emerged as a major problem area related to instruction., The Committee
appeareé to feel that the ILC should play a very limited role in ABE;
i.e., it should simply providelindividualized gservices fo; thoge students
who request them. .

Althéugh teachers generally reported that in ﬁ{actice the ILCs play
relatively little part in ABE instruction, a substanﬁ3al proportion in-
dicated that they should play a much greater role. FSr example, 40¢% of

the teachers said that ILC should provide individualiz\H services to

A\

\
students who want them, but only 237 of teachers said thép the IICs ‘cur=-

rently proside this service, Similarly, 30/, said the “ILC 'should provide

—

\
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remedial work (vs. 17% in practice) and 28% gtated that IEC should pro-
vide instruction as an integral part of the curriculum (vs., 15% in prac-
tice). ' Il , .

The data lead to these‘coqclusiong: (1) a substantial minority'kf
teachers want the ILC to play a much é\eater role in ABE than that en~
visioned by the Evaluation Committee; (2) there is a large gap between
what the ILCs provide at present and what many tfachers think the IICs
should provide; (3) and there is ;\divjsioq of opinion among teachers
concerning what roles the ILCs should play in ABE, for example, some
stressing remediation and others stressing.d;velopmentdl\inspruction as
a cére part of the curriculum. ‘

The problem of the ILCs' role is further compounded by the fact that

most ILC coordinators feel that the ILC should play & less prominent role’’

in ABE than it does at present. TFor example, 20 ILC coordinators re-
ported that they currently provide indivi@uaLized service for ABE stu~

dents who request them, but only 8 indicated that the ILC should prdvide
/ . v

A

4

these services. 4

-

A further indicator of trouble in ﬁegard to the ILCs relgteé to who
does and who should plan the student's work-in the learﬁing center, Only

21% of the teachers reported that the student's work is planned collabora~

~

-~

_ tively by the teacher and by ILC staff$ however, 52% of tﬁeatééchers in-

dicated that the student’'s work shéuld be planned collaboratively by the
s N A
teacher and the center instructor or coordinator..

The pattern of discrepancy revealed in the data discusgéd above
point to very serious problems (or potential problems) regarding the role
of the ILC in(;owa's ABE progrém.~ In some ‘merged areas there may be no

serious difficulties. 3ut for the state és.a vhole it is clear that the

'
LI
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linkage between the ILCs and the area ABE program is not-working very

well, There is an urgent need for the DPI to take leadership in diage

nosing the causes of the problem and in formulating”ébtion steps to re-

"

golve current difficulties before they.become even more severe.

[s]

F., How Should Paraprofessionals Be Used? C

At present there are approximetely 42 paid agq volunteer aides
working in Iowa's ABE classroom. While only 147, of the state's teachers
nov have aides, the Committee seemed to feel that i; the future more em- ,
phasig would be placed on the-use of paraprofessionals. If this is the
case, there is a need for DPI staff, area coordinators and teachers to
congider how aides canqbest contribute to local programs,

The Evaluation Committee felt that aides should be jacks-of-all-trades,
devoting half-}ime to instruqtion-relateq tasks and the remainder of their
time‘to such duties és childcare, recruitment, clerical work, and housce
keeping. The great majority of teschers reported, however, that 80% or
more of their aide's time is devoted to instruction., Moreover, teachers
felt that a comparable proportion of the aide's time should be devoted to
instruction, )

Yhy do classroom aides spend nearly all their time .on instruction-
related tasﬁs, mostly tutoring individuals and vorking with small groups?

Is thig desirable or undesirable? Is there a need for in-service .

training so that aides could perform sther tasks? Should the aide role ‘

7

be-more highly formalized, with some assigned to clerical duties, others

~

as teaching assistants, and still others to recruitment, community
liaison, and childcare reéponsibilities? These questioné may not be
crucial at the present time. But if an expansion of the use of

2

-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

paraprofessionals is contemplated, and both the Evaluation Compitéee and

the coordinators‘p;ace a high value on them in the program, then careful

attention should be given to.the development of policiea and procedures,

designed to ensure their optimal use.

E]
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RECRUITMENT

An analysis of recruitment and retentian should answer four basic
questions. First, has recruitment been a problem for the system, and
if go to what degree? Second, what prioriéies have. been established for
recruitment .and have these priorities been ach’eved in actual practice?
Third, what recruitment strategies were intended and to what ex.ct have
they been used in actual practice: and fourth, to what extent hes the

program been successful in retaining its students?

The Recruitment Problem

Data from the coordinator?!s uestionnaire indicated that in general,
Iowa's ABE program has been quite succes:ful in recruiting an adequate
number of students, Although coordinators overwhelmingly agreed (81%)
that current enrollment in their areas was as high as budgetary re-
sources permit, the three DPI representatives who responded to this item
ailydisagreed. However satisfied coordinators were with level of curéent
enrollment, yhen asked, "In the day~to-day operation of your program, ‘
what things concern you the most?", recruitment was most frequently
mentioned, This may be explained by the fact.that over 41 percent re-
ported that they encountered difficulty in reaching the kinds of students
.they want,

When asked to list the general characteristics of the target popula-

tion wh'.ch should be reached iﬁ Iowa, the Evaluation Committee responded*.ﬂ
"Anyone over the age of 16 who can benefit from and who perceives the

need for improved communication and computational skills." From the
student questionnairé'it was determined that the average age of respondents

is 32, Only one student is below the age of 16, This indicater thaet the age

)
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criterie is being met. The second two portions of the general recruit-

'

ment criteria are more diffiéﬁlt to assess., The two parts are: - to re-
//
cruit those who can benefit/from and perceive the need for improved compu-

tation and communication s/ills. Deta from students shows that communica-

tion and computational skills are indeed central td their learning objec~
» /

tives, When asked which/one ;ubject (out of six choices) they would pre-

fef to lna;n more about/in class, 64% of the respondents chose either
reading or mathemqticﬁ& 36% of the respondents indicated that either
reading? writing, or/;peaking wes of firét or second importance to them
out of the six subjéht matter choices, and 75% indicated that mathematics
wag of first or ceqénd importance. Similarly, when asked what they would

|

like emphasized more in class, 71% of the student respondents chose
reading, writing,Jor arithmetic, Clearly, the Eveluation Committee's
genera.. recruitm#nt priority has be™ achievéd ifi practice,

The Evaméqion Committee was a.so asked to specify which ABE target
groups the Staté pf Iowa was especially trying to reach, First priority
was assigﬁed t# students of the O-l grade level, second priority we.s
assigned to a?ﬁdents of the 5-8 grade level, and students of the 9-12 grade
level were agéigned third priority - - in line with the State Plan., When
ABE coordinators were asked where they actually did assign priority, the

following p%bture emerged:
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Table 5
Coordinators' Recruitment Priorities
(N = 18)
Low Medium *  High

Recruitment Category Priority Priority Priority
O-l4 grade level 0 2 15
5.8 grade level 0 2 15
9-12 grade level 0 6 12
Unembloyed 0 3 1h
Rural adults 1 2 15
Young adults 3 5 10
Urbgn adults 3 1l 13
Institutionalized adults 3 3 10
Migrants 7 4 8

/

With the exception of migrants, the mgjority of coordinators place
high priority on recruiting all the groups mentioned. Though this data
does not necessarily confliet with the Zvaluation Committee intended
practice expectations, it does indicate that coordinators tend to place
high priority on recruiting a greater range of groups.

An important issue is the degree to which grade level recruitment
priorities have actually been reflected in enrollments. ‘One set of data
relevant to this issue is the perceuiage of classes taught at each grade

level, Table 6 presents data from the teacher questionnaire.

~2
o
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Table 6

Teachers Conducting Classes by Grade Level
(by percentage)

Grade level Proportion of Teachers
0-l beginning 12
5-8 intermedicte 15
9-12 advanced 26
mixed classes L7

!

Excluding the "mixed" category, the data shows that advanced classes out-
number beg%nning and intermediate elasses nearly two to one. . This
clearly cobflicts with grade level expectations but may be misleading

in that the number of students per class are not taken into account.
Perhaps more valid are the results t» a question which asked coordinators
for actual current (as opposed t> cumulptive) e;rollments at each grade
level. Results show an average merged aree enrollment of 146 students

at the O-l4 level, 268 »t the 5-8 level and 189 at the advanced level.
Portrayed graphically, grade level_enrollments are a8 follows:

. ' graph T . - T

- o

Average Merged Area.Enrollment by Grade Level
' (January, 1974)
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However, Graph I does not report the substantial variations among
merged areas. Current enrollment in O-4 was reported under 50 by seven
coordinators, and six reported 200 or more. In 5-8 classes, enrollment
was reported at 40O or more by five coordinators and under 200 by nine.
At the 9-12 grade level, seven coordinators reported enrollments of under
100 vhile five reported 200 or more. ‘

If there is an apparent discrepancy between grade level recruitment
priorities and actual enrollments, the reason may be explained by the

nature of the target population rather than by a failure to successfuily

fulfill priorities. 1973 DPI statistics show a total target population

of 396,788 for the State of Iowa at the 0-8 grade level category aged
25 and older and a target population of 818,676 for 9~12 grade level cate-

' gory. The ratio is nearly two to one in favor of the advanced groups.

<> -

. DPI réports 5% of the 0-8 target population enrolled in the ABE program

. and 1% of the 9-12 population. Similarly, coordinators report an -

average of 16, OOO persons in their target populatlon with less than 8th
‘grade achievement and an average »f 47,000 persons between 8th grade
and 12th grade achievement, & ratio nearly three to one. CIf enrollment
figures are examined in the light of taese ratios, it would appear that
the program has been successful in achieving grade level prigrfties.
However, there is dramatic variation in recruitment results anmong ,
the merged areas reported tn Table 1., The percentage of the target
population enrolled ranged from .3% to 5% with six areas enrolling less

-

than 17 and five anrolling over 27, There was no apparent relationship

3

between target population size and proportion enrolled.
The State Plan's first priority group to te served in the 197k aca;

demic year was at the -l grade level. In January-February coordinators
i ~A
» 1]*
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reported percentages- enrolled in 0-4 ranging from 1% to 63%, with four
areas reporting under 20% and three over 30%.

Cumulative total enrollments between lé73 and l97h varied from &
loss of 42% to a gain of T0%, fourzlosiné enrollments and six gaining
over 40%. 1In 1974 82% of ABE.enrollments were reported concentrated in
three meréeé areas (see Table 1). On a statewide basis enrollments have
. been steadily increaefd: 1974 - 18,853; 1973 -~ 15,592; 1972 - 12,212;. !
1971 - 10,4215 and 1970 - 8,476,

Another way to analyze recruitment priorities is in terms ‘of stu-
dent objectives. The Evaluation Committee established that priorities
in the following ordér should pertain in récruitment: éhose primarily
interested in improving their Jjob situation,'tﬁose primerily interested
in improving English language proficiency, and those primarily interested
in self-improverent, . e i

%However, only 13% of students report that their most important
reason for returning to school wes yo improve their job situation, and
only 7% returned in order to improve their knowledge of the English
language. On the other hand, 24% gere a8 their most important reason
for returning_to school general self-improvement, and for the largest pro-
portion, h9%,their most important reason for returning was to earn a
high school diploma., The Coordinators reported that an average of 62%
of their students have the high school diploma as their first priority.

Implications for recruitment should be apparent.

Recruitment Strategies

Coordinators agreed with the Evaluation Committee on the recruitment

strategies of greatest value. Most emphasis was. given word of mouth and

e
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agency referral, Door-to-door canvassing, cb-spfgsorship, and cooperation
witgypﬁ%lic schools were given second priority in emphasis., Half or more
of the coordinators reported giving great emphasis to each strategy. Use
of the mass media was given comparable emphﬁsis by & slightly smaller
proportion. of coordinators. .

The C;mmittee and all coordinators agreed that different recruitment
metheds were needed to reach’different target groups. For the O-k grade
level group the coordinators emphasized first door-to-door solicitation
and secondly agency referral; the Committee felt that mass media and
cooperation Qith schools should have greatest emphaé%s. For the 5-8
grade level group; coordinators most emphasized door-to-door solici@ation
and gave sécond emphasis to word-of-mouth ;nd agency refer;él; the
Committee expected that cooperation with the schools should be most
emphasized. For the 9-12 grade group.cqordinators ga&e greatest em-
phasis to the mass media and second degree of emphasis to word-of-ﬁouth;
the Committee’éave equal emphasis on &oor-to-door solicitation, ‘agency
referral, and co-sponsorship. Thus coordinators found cooperatioﬁ with
schools beét for recruiting those in the 9-12 group but also useful for
those in grades 5-8. The mass media was favored only“for the 9-12 group.

Asidg from the method itself, another important‘issue in recruitment
strategies is who should do the recruiting. then asked how much emphasis
should be placed on paid recruitérs, the Evaluation Committee responded
with a 5 on a five point scale,indicating greatest emphasie. YeL when
coordinators were asked how much emphasis sas actualiy placed on paid
recruiters, an osbvious discrepancy.and great variations emerged." Four
(2l5) ?oordinators indicated a low degree of emphasis, Five (297) in-

,dicated a medium degree of emphasis, and eight (46%) indicated a high

. - [ ]
%)
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degree of cmphasis.

| Another discrepancy arises wvhen ve thrn to the role of teachers in

recruitment. The Evaluatlon Commltteeklndlcated that every ABE teacher

should have recruitment responsibilities while the ‘coordinator data in-

dicates that an average of 6% of the teachers actually do have suqh
responsibilities. 1In gighé merged areas, however, 100% of the teachers
do have recruitment responsibilities, according to coordinators. But
teachers are reported to average only & little over an hour a week on
recruitment; coordinators themselves average 8 hours a week. '

:

Nine out ;f 12 directors reported that they shared decision making
pover with the coordinator in the area of reéruitment, 11 reported
responsibility for assessing the effectiveness of decisions in this area,
and 9 said they were.reséonsibie for setting standards for recruitment.
These were the areas of responsibility for recruitment which the

Evaluation Committee decided were appropriate for directors, While over

half the coordinators agreed that directors shared responsibility for

assesément, only.39$ attributed decieion making power to the directora

in the area of recruitment.

[ The Evaluation Committee indicated that 75 of thoge enrolled in
the first week of classes should still be active by the sixth week.
Coordinators reported that practice varied among areas from 59% to 95%,
but nearly two-thirds of the coordinators reported that 75,-95% of

their students were in fact still active by the sixth week.

°

Interpretative Summary

While the etatewide totals do not indicate that recruitment is a

severe problem in Iowa, there are marked differences in apparent effort

77
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and results among the merged areas.  Leaders interested in comparable
performance should analyze Table 1 carefully. What combination of
indicators of effort is most useful? Should targets be Qet for perfor;
mance in terms of these indicators? Coordinators and DPI representatives
should identify colleagues whose.programs have been unusually effective
in iecruitpent and systematically explgré the practices which have
proven most successful under different circumstances. (fhere is much
evidénce that there is need for better ways of sharing experiences aéong
coordinators. The variation in recruitmeqt practice and results among
‘the merged areas is the single most provocative finding in the area of
recruitment.

The Evaluation Committee followed the State Plan in defining the
general recruitment priority as "Anyone over the.ége of 16 who.can
benefit from anq perceives the need for improved communication\and'
conceptual skills," MNarrowly interpreted, actual practice indicates
that this priority is being achieved. The Committee also fo}lowed the
State Plan in indicating that studen£s in the 0-h grade level were the
program's first specific priority, students at the 5-8 level were the
second priority, and students in thé 9-12 level were the third priority.
Although eqrollment figures show the largest concentration of students
at the 5-8 level and the second largest concentration at the 9-12 level,
it must be noted that the total target population is heavily skewed in
favor of the more advanced students. uiven this fact, it seems fair
to conclude that the state program has suﬁstantially met its recruitment
priority. ilowever, the grea£ and unexplained variations among the merged
areés should command the attention of thgse concerned with improving

L

recruitment practice.




Several discrepancies appear when recruitment priorities are analyzed
in regard to student objectives. The'Evaluation Committee ranked stu~
dents who desire to improve'their jJob situation a8 their first recruit-
ment priority, students ./ho desi;e to improve their English language
proficiency-as second priority, and students sho des;re general gelf-
improvement as the third priority. To earn a high school diploma is
mogt frequently reported as a primary reason for enrolling by students
(49%), followed by general self-improvement (24%), and improvement of
job satisfaction (13%). Student interests should be reflected in re-
cruitment efforts..

The Evaluation Comm;ttee's expectations regarding recruitment
strateg?es have generally been met, although coordinators place less em-
phasis oﬁ paid recruiters and on teachers &8 recruiters than the
Evaluation Committee anticipated. Again, the fact that some merged areas
have been strikingly sﬁccessful in recruitment suggests that coordinators
and the bPI should look closely at theostrategies of those who have pro-
duced the best recrui¥ment results in both urban and rural settings and
;n regard to specific taiget groups of high priority. In-service educatioﬁ
for coordinators and DPI representatives should be cast in the form of a
cooperative investigation of the program's successes in the area of re-
cruitment. Demonstration funds should »e used to foster the utilization
of those practices which have produced results. This approach to the
gtudy of these fihdings would be of far greater value than merely
patterning strategies of recruitment after the most pobular practice as

reported in this section.

d




STAFFING ’ ] \

Staffing includes the recruitment, selection, placement, supervis\l\ow,

reporting, assessment, and retention or termination of staff members in

o

the ABE préﬁram. Although this section is primarily concerned with dis-\

< ~
v 1A

_crepancies within and among teachersg, coordanators,\directora, the™ oA

i

. Evaluation Committée, and others, it also includes information about the

chaf&cterig%ics and .professional activities of coordinators, difectors,

®

- . and DPI representatives. Detailed information on teacher characteristics \

and professional pr&ctice appears in Section III. \
- . - - R \
\ . , »
Teachers . .- -7 \
Teachers generally feel that their, coordinators are doing a good \

job. An overwhelming majority reported that their coordinators were
aware of classroom problems and supplied help when needed. 88% of the
teachers agreed that the coordinator is effective in supplying necessary
Eupporting services, Although, a éreat majority of teachers feel that
- ‘ they have considerable autcnomy in the classroom, a third did/not agree.
When asked. if they received enough feedback from the coordinator ‘on how
well they do their job, over haif of the teachers strongly agreed, but
nearly & quarter disagreed. However, all in all, an overwhelming
majority of teachers (88%) reported that their morale was higﬁﬁ
. When asked "Since September 1 (a period of about five months) hgw
many times have you met with your ABE coordinator in an indfviduaiﬁbon-
ference?", the most comumon reséonse was 2 times although 18% responéed
that they had égxgé met individually with the coordinator. When asked
how many times they had met with the ABE coordinator as éw,tug%_é'i% of

the teachers responded "never".
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~ 9n1y 11% of the teachers indicated that an aide has been assigned <
to theif'clagsroom.' Of these aides assigned, Ll were yaluntgers and -
28% were paid. ' )
. v - Wﬂen’asked "Allzthings considered, how satisfied are you with you¥
2 present position as an'ABE tegcher?", 627 responded very satisfied, 37%
responded moderately satisfied, and less than 1% responded dissatisfied.
If selecting teachers is a majér funetion of the staffing process,
it is “important to examine the criteria used in selection. The Evaluation
Committee was asked to specify how much emphasis should be placed on 11
criteria for selecting teachers. When the results of the questions are

compared to the coordinator's assessment of how much emphasis is actually

° placed on these criterid, the following picture emerges:

Table 7 .

Criteria for Selecting Teachers: .
Degrees of Emphasis in Intended and Current Practice

Eval.Comm, Coordinators Coordinators
(5=Greatest (5=Createst (% Responding

Criteria ‘ Emphasis) Eﬁmphasis) Great Emphasis)
Personality | 5 k.9 100 \
Experience teaching adults ok 2.8 50
Coumitment to ABE L 4.8 100
Experience in Counseling b 2.6 23
I Eformal Training in Adult Zducation 3 2.0 1
Elementary Educati;n Teaching Exp. 3 2.7 28
ﬁinority Background' 2 1.7 0
) Age 2 1.7 0
Teaching Certificate 2 2.5 28
{Sex 1’ 1.k | 6
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Though personallty and commitment to ABV ran%/high in both intended

and current practice in Table 7, several 1mportant discrepancies are .

apperent. While experience in teaching adults ranked high as an

Evaluation dommiﬁ?ee criteria, oni& half of the coordinators rated this
criteria %f being of particular importance ;é actual teacher selection. *
Similarly, thougﬁ the pvaluafion Committee indigated that experience in
counseling should bé of congiderable impdrtance in selecting teachers,

only Eé% of the coordinatorg.responded 4ith High Importance as an actual
staffing criteria. Although the Evaluation Committee considered possession
of a teaching certificate to be of relatively low im;ortance, 28% of the
coordinators considered it of high ériority in teacher selection. .

Of greater significance to the 5pgratiod and planning of ABE in Iowa
is the wide variation found among coordihators in reporting practice.
Beyond a consensus that age, sex, minority“background, and formal
training in adult education are of little or no importance in teacher
seléction, coordinators could only agree among themselves on the 3mportance
of the intangibles of personality and commitment. There was leust agree- =»
ment about the emphasis givén elementary teaching experience, a teaching
gertificate, experience teaching adul:s, and counseling expg;fence. " leBss
thgn a. third of the coordinators agreed m any degree of lesser or
greater importance on a five p01nt scale in regard to these criteria.

In effect, leaders in Iowa's ABE program have not agreed upon any obe
jective critgiia for teacher selectis:.

Who should wake decisions to hire and retain teachers? The Evaluation

Committee was asked howr much influence each of geveral staff ;oles should~

have on the initial decision to employ an ABE teacher. Coordinators

[ - 82
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" vere then asked how much influence each stéff role aétuafiy had, Table 8 _g%
presents the —esults: . ! ’

) Table 3 T
o1 - < : : e o 0 <
Degree of Influence on Hiring ABE Teachers:
. ) Intended and Current Practice

- €

] . _
) Eval.Comm. _  Coordinators
. . _ (Rank Order; (% Reporting ‘
. . - S=Greatest, Great Emphasis)
. ¢  Staff Role ’ Influence) -
ABE Coordinator' ' ] o 5 o v 100 ..
_ Co=-Sponsor v - ' ' L K 28
’ ¢ o ' . .
B Local ABE Teacher 2 33
, +« "~ -Director .o : 3~‘ 4o
‘Local School District AE Coordinator 2 - 28’ ,
Local ABE students : S 1 S 1

N ~

- 5 e . .
The major distrepancy which appears here is between the intended and
! - ¢ . 9,
. : ~ i . g
actual role of the director. In actuality, the director appears to have
. "~ a more active role in selecting teachers than the fivaluation Committee
X ) ‘ by .

L.

antlclpated. - ’ i , .

0

e

_~Th uation Committee was then asked how much influence the same

gons
C

'with the results to thé Questioh with the coordinator asaessmeht of

>

‘shouid have on the decision to retain a teacher. A’ comparison

actual pracﬁice folldws: - B ' ) ’ ¥

°




the decision to enploy teachers, on the limited influence of other ABE
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Table 9
Degree of Influence on Retaining Teachers: K
Intended and Current Practice K
Eval.Comm. Coordinators
: (5=Greatest (% Reporting
Staff Role ‘ Influence) Great Influence)

e —— . . [
ABE Coordinator 5 . 100 ° :
Co~Sponsor L Ly
Iocal A3E Teachers 3 11
Iocal ABE Students 3 56
D?;ector of Adult Education ) 3 33 Ve :
Iocal School District AE Coordinator 3 17 /

It appears that in actual practice ABE students have a g?eater role
in the decision to retain ABE teachers than the Evaluation Cohmittee in-
dicated they should. Directors also seem to have & greater than ex-
pected role in deciding to retain teachers.
Again, note must be takeq of the relative absence of common practice
among . e merged areas in the matter of who has influence in the bhiring an? .
retention of teachers. Beyond the fact that the coordinator has the ‘
major responsibility, there was agreement awong half or more of the \

coordinators only in regard to the limited influence of ABE'students on

teachers on the deecision to retain,bénd on the great influence of the
director on retention. On a five pcint scale of influence, lecs than &’
third of the coordinatorg agreel upon the degree of greater or Jesser ine
fluence of the other staff roles indicated inhTables 8 and 9,

How well should, and how well do teachers perform their jobs? Tais

question was probed with both coordinators and the Evaluation Committee.
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N ‘ \ A ' Table 10
| \ Teacher and Aide Performance Ratings:
\ \ Intended and Current Practice
| ) (in percent)
} \ Teechers Aides
| \
Rating ! \ Eval,Comm. Coord. Eval.Comm. Coord.
A
Excellent \ 25 4o 10 38
’ \
Very Good \ 30 31 50 4y
Good \\ 25 21 25 19
Fair \ 15 6 10 2
Poor, | v 5 1 5 0

Ciearly the coord@natogs' agsessment of actual teacher performance
considerably exceeds Eégluation 6ommittee'8 expectations, This is also
true for aides. |

The Evgluation’Comgittee anticipated that 75% of Iowa ABE teachers
would be Very Satisfied %ith their jobs, 20% would be Moderately Satis-
fied, and 5% would be Digpatisfied with their jobs. .

f ﬁhen asked to estimafe Jevels of teacher satisfaction the average
ccordinator respcnses weré: V;fy Satisfied T4, MoGerately Satisfied,
21%; Dissatisfied 3%. The%e was vide variaticn among merged areas in
the proportion of teachers%which coordinators rated Very Satisfied:

5 coordinators reported ovér 70% and 7 reported 25% or less of their
teachers as Very Satisfied%

; Teachers were then asked: "All thinge conai&cred, how satisfied

are you with your present p§oition a8 an ABE teacher?" Responses were:

62% Very Satisfied, 37% Modérately Satisfied, and 1% Dissatisfied. Though

the coordinators'’ assessmenﬁ approximates the Committee's expectations,
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fewer teachers were Very Satisfied than either the Committee expecuéd

=2

o

or the coordinators estimated. It appe;;s that general teacher Job
satisfaction is quite high in Iowa, there being an almost .-negligible i
1% who are dissatisfied.

H}gh Job satisfaction level seems to be reflegpea in the teacher
turnover rate.,” The Evaluation Committee expected that the ann&ﬁl\
teacher turnover rate would be 20%, whjle coordinators report an annual
turnover rate o; only 12% in current praqpice (13 coordinators-reported
0-15%, b reported 20-50%). Teachers, howgver, reported that 34% of
their members have one year or less ABE teaching experience. If

: F

approximately 1/3 of the téachers are new, the coordinators' 12% turn~

over figure is suspect., The common variation of- 50-300% between enroll- ,

ments reportéd in January, 197&, and cumulative enrollments'for 1974 cast
further doubt on the coordinators' conservgtive report (see Table I). .

. Thus whether an important discrepency has been identified depends largely
upon the figure the‘;eader accepts,

Although the Evaluation Committee indicated that aides and volunteers

o g

should be ‘of great importence to the ABE program, only 11% of the teachers
indicate thet an aide or volunteer has been assigned and only 24% of the
coordinators indicate that aides and volunteers are imﬁgrtant to their
p{Pgrams. Again, there wes little agreement among coordinators repoftlng
on a 5 point scale of importence. Tour indicated 1 (unimportant), five

" reported 2, one rkported L4, and three reported 5. The Evaluation
Committee reported that an effort to recruit teachers from outside the

school system should be made, and all coordinators reported that such

efforts are made,

P
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~ The Evaluatf?p Committee indic;ted§that teachers, coordinators, and

’ co-sponso£; should foliow-up student dropouts. Coordinators reported -that '
©o, teachers and ccordinators follow up dropouts in all programs while co-
sponsors follow up drppouts according to 10 codrdinators, and recruiters

-

are used for this purpose by 12 coordinators.

Coo;dinators
Coordinﬁtors report that on the average they work 43 hours per week

‘for the community college or vocational-technical school and devote an
~ average of 38 hours to ABE, Nine coordinators devote 35 hours or more
to ABE (i.e., full-time), six devote 20-30 hours, and only cne less then
20 hours. Coordinators report that an everage of 64% of their salary is
peid by federal ABE fund;. Seven coordinators report 90-100%, six 50%,
and two repert none. Though coordinators indicate that:an agerage of
$57,%17 was budgeted for ABE in their merged areas, exclusive of released
’ unimpounded funds, budgetary figures are suspect because of apparent
diff%fences in‘accounting proceduresi Of 17 coordinators reporting, 7 had
ABE ﬁudgets in the $74,000-$110,000 range, 5 in the $35,000-$60,000 range,
and 5 in the $5,000-$28,000 range.' Coordinators a1so report an average
of 54 of their funds coming from federal sources and 42% coming from state.
and local resources. On the ;verage, 54, of the ABE budget is allocated
to teacher salaries, _m,s & tﬁe coordinator's salary, 117;"to instruc=-
tional materials, and 1l to indirect conts.

Coordinators report an average of 25 teachers, eight report less
than 20 teachers, five between 20 and 30, and five over 30 teachers.

Fifteen coordinators repo;t directly to a Director of Adult Fducation while

three report to an intermediate supervisor,

‘ . 87
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Coordinators reported that in the geriod of September to January Y
they met with their teachers an average'of 3 timeg on & group basis, Ng.
coordinator failed to meet gro;ps of teachers since September 1, Yet,

60% of the teachers indicated that they nev;r met with their coordinator
as & group,

«  Coordinators reported that they met an average of 23 times‘with their
teachers in individual conferences, Teachers repbrt they have met in~
dividually with their\coor&inatqrs an averege of 2ftimes: :

Coordinators report an average of 27% of their classes located within
a 10 mile radius of their offices, This is an important irdicator of out- -
reach for most programs and reflects degree of effort in program develop-
ment in many cases, Only four coordinators reported 50% of their classes
within the 10 mile r;dius, two reported 25-49%, nine reported 10-24% and
tiree under 10%. Coordinators most gémmonly visited classes outside the
10 mile radius once since September 1, 197k (about 5 months), although%
there was great variation in pracficé. Eight. coordinators visited O-é
times, three visited 3-5 times, two visited 7-9 times, and three reported
vigiting i5-50 times, Coordiﬁétors reported tnat they visited clzsses -

both:within and outside a-ten mile razc¢ius an average of 8 times.

A 1974 Center for Adult Zdacztion national research reportv found
that the profecssionalization Qf the AB2 coordinetor was the most important
factor in determining the innovativences of an ABZ program, In that study
professionalisu was measured by the amount of time the coordinatqr‘dcvotcs

to ADE, preparation in aduli cducction, ectivity in profecsionel essocintions



8l

and centraiipy of adult education to career plans, Though six coordina}ors'

indicated they have no formal training in adult education, 7 had completed
. one or more college courses in adult education, and four were working ’
towards a graduate degree in adult education. Thus 68% of the Iowe co=
ordinators are advancing ‘their education in the field. 82% of the coe
ordinators report that they are moderately or very active in profeséional
associations. 94% beloné to the Jowa Kssociation for Life Long Learning,
417 to NAPCAE, and 12% to AEA, 83% of the coordinators report that adult
education is very central to their career plans., Taken together, these
figures indicate & varied but relatively high degree of proféssio;alism
among Iowa ABE coordinators: seven scored high, six scored médium, and
5 scored low on the Professionalism Index, Of the 5 merged aree programs
judged by 2 or more DPI representatives as most innovative, 4 had co=-
ordinators who scored High on the Index,*

All coordinators reported that DPI has been Quéte supportive of their

programs and that since September 1, 1974. A DPT official has visited

ABE programs an average of 3 times. DPI functions which coordinators value

*The Professionalism Index is computed by adding weights assigned responses
to items 2, 15, 16, and 18 as follows:

(2)Response Weight (15)Responsc Weight (16)Response Weight (18)Response Weight

35+ hours = 3 l = 4 1 = 3 5 =
26«35 hours= 2 2 = 3 2 = 2 Yy = 3
16-25 hours= 1 3 = 1 3 = 1 3 =2
b = 0 L = 0 2 2 1,
l1 = O

Weights are added for each coordinator. The following classification was

used:
Total Weighted JScore Designation No, of Coordinators
1214 High 7
10-11 Medium - 6
N 5

6~9 Low

A
W
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most include: Interpreting and Supporting Vour Work, Assisting in Staff
Development and. Providing Information on Current Developmgpts in Other
-Merged Areas, Half the cuordinators valued Program Development Assistarce,
although opinion variegd g?eatly among coordinators, while only 3 coordi-
nators placed sppcial‘value on Monitoring and Establishing DPI Guidelines,
7 cooréinato}s placed low valuc on this funétion.

71% of the coordinators reported that the Adult Education director is
highly aware of ;ﬁeir program needs, and & similar proportion felt that
‘the'&irector was highly supportive of the ABE program, Although eight
coorGainators felt that‘their communit& college or vocationai;technical
school is highly supportive of ABE, five report that this school iﬁ luke
warm in its support and fo&r coordinato;s report a low degree of institu-
tional support. When asked what thiﬁgs.concerned them most in their day-
to-day operation of the brogram, 7 coordinators mentioned recruitment~
relatgd problems, five time cove;age problems and oSne coordinator mentioned

relationships with the community college.

DPI Representatives .

Thoug? some of the data-on DPI representatives is coveéed in the pre~
ceding analysis, the administration of a DFI questionnaire provides us
the opportunity %o explore the DPI role in more detail, The DPI ques-
tionnaire was administered to tﬂe only 4 persons directiy involved with
ABE, including the director and super;isor of the adult education unit and
two regional consultants, r
. ‘In terms of the time DPI representaves devote to ABE, the foﬁr

respondents reported that they spent 207, 459, L0 and 60, respectively

on field work; and 70%, 107, h0%, and 40% respectively on non-ABE work.
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Thus, 40% of éhe DPI's working time was not spent on ABE, leaving the
equivalent of 2.4 persons exclusively concerned with the program.m

DPI respondent: féported a total of 38 visits to coordinators in
the merged areas since September 1, 1974 (about 8 months), to discuss
educational matters with an average of 10 trips per respondent. DPI re-
presentatives repo;ted a total of 34 similar visits to different merged
areas to see AzE directors, an average of 9 trips each. On th; average,
each respondent rgportéd visiting U coordihators more than once.

”Since September, 1974, DPI staff attended a total of 20 meetingé
with all or uost ABE coordinators and 24 meetings witﬁ Adult Education
directors.

. DPI officials feel that the services they render on visits are:
providing information on current program development assistance, develop~
ments in other merged arees, program development assistance, interpreting
and supporting the work of the coordinator, and assisting in staff
develdpment -~ in that ‘order of value. Monitoring established DPI
guidelines is seen to have little value. As noted in the previous section,
ecaordinators generally eoncur with this assessment.

On the average, DPI repredentatives estimate the annual rate of
teacher turnover in Iowa to be ok, iiovever, there was wide variation
in ectimates among the 4 respondents: 40%, 25%, 15%, 10%. As pre=
;iously.noted, the Evaluation Committee estimated 20%, and coordinators
assessed the actual rate to be 12%. This is a con;iderable difference
in perception. .

Although tgree of the four DPIeofficials conéider 9ides and volune
teers to bé very important to ABE in Iowa, coordinats¥s could not agree

o1
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on this question, and only 11% of the teachers have.been assigned an aide
or volunteér -~ again a discrepancy.
In terms of the questions relating to professionalism, 1 DPI respon-

dent had completed a gradugte degree in adult educatioﬁ, one had completed
“one or more college courses in adult education, and one had had no formal
training in adult education, Two DPI officials indicated that they are
very active in adult education professional associations, while one in-
dicates moderate activity, 3 belong to IALL, 2 belqng to NAPCAE, one

velongs to ARA, and 3 belong to MVAEA, Three DFI representatives responding

to this question indicated that adult education ie very central L0 uaeLr

-

<

career plans.
When asked to identify the major proglems of ABE in the merged areas,
. DPI officialsﬁreééonded as follows:
- lack of identity of ABE
-« low priority on ABE classes
~« Recruitment
-~ lack of Area School Commitment
- Poor ABE promotion
- Counseling availability
- Selection and use of instrdctional materials

- State funding

- Staf¢ see themselves ag delivering adult education
) informatisn not as adult educators

~ Staff tréining

- Dissemination of adult education practice

Higher priority piaced on adult education among ABE staff




Adult Education Directors . ‘ s

In the great majority of merged areas, the ABE coordinator reports
to a Director of Adult Education, who typically has responsibility for
all the area school's adult education activities. Over 90% of the ﬂirec-
tors report that they are highly involved sith the ABE program in the . .
selection of the ABE coardinator and in the supervision of ABE fiscal ‘
management., A ﬁore complete picture of director involve@ent is presented

v

in Table 11.

Table 11

Adult Education Direciors’ Involvement in the ABE Program’
(in percent) g

Iittle or Ilo Medium High

Area of Involvement Involvement Involvement Involvement
Selection of ABE Coordinators 0 : 0 - 100
Supervision of ABE Fiscal .

Management 0 6 94

; y

ABE Staff Development 18 b7 - 35
Liaison between ABE Progran

and Community Groups ’ .12 59 - 27
Selection of ABE Teachers ? 41 35 . 23
ABE Curriculum Development and T

Instruction . X 35 5] ol
Student Recruitment for ABE

Classes 53 29 18
Work with ABE Area Advisory ,

Committee 75 i3 13

-

Aside from coordinator selection and fiscal supervision, most adult
education directors do not get heavily involved with the ABE program.

When asked if there were any areas where they should have greater involvement,

A |

23
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only three directors. answered affirmatively, expressing a désire to be
@ore involved with an ABE area Advisory conmittee. d

The emount of commuynication between coordinato£; and directors seems
to vary considerably beZween merged areas. Several directors.report
daily conferences while others report conferences on a weekly or frequent
basis. Nine directors reqﬁiré nd regular written reports from the co-
oréinators; Although oh the average directors devote 18% of their time
to ABE, practice varies greatly. Eight directors report ;hat they spend
5-10¢% of their time on ABE, five spent 15-25(,, and three ;pend 30-60% on
ABE, :

Directors indicate that thy haye been visited an average of 2.8 times
by & DPI official since Septembgfnl, 19%&. 297, of the directors would
prefer more frequent visits, and 71 would not. of those services
rendered by DPf: 82% of the directors highly value the provision of infor-
mation on current developments in other merged areas, and 76% highly
value DPI's assistance in ;tafﬁléevelopment. 59% highl y value the inter-
pretation and the support of the ABE coordinators' werk, and 53% value
help'inlprogram assistance. Ieast vaiuced was the function of monitoring

of established DPI guidelines. All hut one director reports the DPI has

been very supportive of ABE, // ’

B

1

Though logicaliy only 2 programs could bevamoﬁé the top 10% of merged,
area A3E programs, seven (41%) of the directors reported their belief that
their programs f;11 in the top 107 in excéllence. FiGe'digectors con~
sidered théir ABE p;ogram to be better than most, four cdonsidered thei:x

programs to be abrui average, and one director considerad his ABE program

to be velow average. Seven directors reported that their ABE programs

A

/ g
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have a high degree of public awareness, seven indicate.medium awareness

<

and three reported that public awareness is low.
Adult education directors have responsibility for all the adult
3 | ¢
education programming which takes place through their area school. In

terms of budget, directors reported an average of 23% of their adult

¢

education budget allocated to ABE, 17'; goes %o general adult continuing
education} 30 is allscated to career supplementary educatisn, and 30
of the adult education budget is allocated o ?other"hadult education

/
programs, However, the proportion of the total adult education budget

~

devoted to ABE varies substaptially among nerged areas: eight directors

13

' report 5-15%, three report 163044, four report 31-39%, and two report

LO-50%.
“of all staff roles covered in this section, adult éducation directors

appear to be the most:professibnalized. ‘Four have completed e graduate

" degree in adult e&ﬁ6551652;5¥"§§é vorking towards & degree; ten have

Jcompletéd one or uore college courses in adult education and only three

have no formal'tra}ning in adult education. Ten dirgctors characterize
themselves as highly active. in adult education professional associations,
and geven report moderate activify., fourteen belong to IALL, fourteen
belong to NAPCAE, five hayé membership in AEA, and twelve Efé members

of MVAEA. * of the directors tonsider adult education to be central

td their careéi plans.
S

[N

Interpretotive Summary

. A third of the ABE teachers do not feel theyihave considerable:

autonomy in their classrooms. This is potentially a source of trouble
\

with which staff conferences might productively deal. A majority of




- planning should deel directly with this question and policy forgulated .

universities to the needs of staff development in ABE,

91 o

% <
\

teachers.report never having met as & group with the coordinator, Why?

The modal pattern of individual teacher-coordinator conferences is

! /

/

functiohs and desired frequencies of teacher conferences., When do //

"1imited to two meetings. Coordinators should together rationalize the

-

teackers need help most and with what kinds of problems? /
There i8 great discrepancy within and among all groups about é -

desirability of the use of aides in ‘the program. Staff developme t

P

accordingly.

Coordinators and others in the progrem should attempt tp formulate
and test the validlty of spec¢ific objective criteria in tedcher selectxon9

especially the values of exper%ence in teaching adults, counseling, and

©
3

elementary‘schooluteaEhing. The:variation in practice among coordinators
A3 . ! W‘
suggests the need to systematically exchange experience on this issue.

The fact that formal training in adult educatlon 1s/so little valued /ﬁl ”
requires study by leaders of ABE 1n Iowa so that programs offerlng such

tra1n1ng mey be modified to make thelr effort mogé relevant 40 real needs

in the state. DPI anda others should meet to discuss these findings with

Iy

those involved in adult eduoation programs in institutions of higher
education, f%rhaps demonstration project funds could be used to gear

Organized discussion is needed zbout éhe role of d1rectors in hiring
teachers ioaamuch as two-fifths are involved in this function. What mode
qf coordinator~director relationship worka best? What should the direc-
for's role be in this rezard? There 's need for coordinators aod others :

in the program to rationalize the roles of the directo:, the local school

. 1

/’ 31
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. !
district coordinator, teachers, and others in jthe process of tedcher
‘ . ) / - .
selection and retention. / . .
Coordinators should study the practlces of their colleagues who have

achieved the highest degree of expressed teacher satisfaction and lowest
teacher turnover rates, What patterns of interactions are encouraged?

How are teachers made to feel that they have a highly Eatisfying role to

.

play in the program? Joth coordinators and directars appear to have an
L . . :
unrealistically optimistie concepyion of the progress of their ABE pro-

kY
grams. There is urgent need for. DPI to provide a- standard formula,for

i «

reporting rates of teacher turnover. The value of using recruiters for
) N . . . ~
foljow-up of dropouts should also be cooperatively studied by coordinators.

DPFI and ‘other leaders of ABE in Iowa should study the variations-ia
proportion of coordinator time devoted to ABE and the relationship of
’ .l‘.- ‘\g,
this to proportion of @ederal ABE funds allocated. There is considerablé

evidence nationally of the value of a full-time commitment by local pro~ ) A

gram administretors ko ABE, DPI should find appropriate incentives to

encourage the full-time appointmepnt of professionally qualified coordina-
L ) o '

tors within the merged'areas. There is statisticelly'significent evidence
. o 3 t .
both nationally and in Iowe supporting the sglection of coordinadtors and

directors who have a commitment to the profession of adult education,

4

york.at it as a full-time effort, have been tFained in adult education,
, - .

and are active in professional associations in the field. N

The value .of emphasiiing.the organization of classes .hroughout the

v

. . \
merged area requires policy consideration., To what degree and under wnat

circumstances does' the proportion of classes located' dutside a radius of .

-

10, 25, sé,‘Br 100 miles répresent a desirable criéeria of judging
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O -~ ) P ’ . "~ - -
program effort? What standards should_pertain for judging this effort

and ‘other indicators suggested in Table 1? "

What about the widely varying practice of coordinator cla;;room
visitations? What patterns of practice work best under what circ9ﬁ$tances?
What minimum effort appears defensible?

Nearly a third of the coordinators report lack.af support for their
program by their c6ﬁmunity_college or vocational-techniéal school, This “ “~

" should be séudied5by coordknators, directors, and the DPI and.a stratégy
' for fostering support formulated and carried out is a collaborafe effort.
DPI and the coordinatérs‘need to study”whether the very limited
N allocation of DPI staff to ABE is handicapping the program. Practice in
other states should be studied. What roles, for example, in program
developmenf, materials development, innovatioﬁ dissemination, evaluating.
specific practices and products, publiq information, needs &ssessment,
. fostering information systems, developing a strategy for deménstration
and experimentation, operating a clearinéhodée, setting standards for
professional development, should DPI playg -These quggtions shoulg\Ee

dealt with in DPI staff development sessions. The dramatic differences

o
. e ‘

in perception of practice and pérspectives among~DPi representatives

% (]

clearly requires carefui ?eview and organized effort at achieving con-
sensus. Theré is aléginééd for a simplified unif&rm accounting system
and a reporting system which regularly updates the information on Table 1
and other data suggested in this report,

The role of the DPI aﬁd‘the directors in staff éevelopment needs to
te clarified. What appropriate functions should.each perform? What are

the appropriate roles of tﬁe director in teacher Eelection, retention,




Y.

curriculim development, and instruction? Is this most usefully a review

funetion? Under %hat circumstancee should directors become involved in

-

operationsl matters? Should they be responsiblé for program evaldation

add, if so, yhat criteria and methodology should pertain? What is the

a

iqpact of the director who devotes the largest proportion of hlS time to

B ABE? YWhat does he do with his time -~ does he assume additlonal roles, )

o o

ig&olve hirgelf more in oggratlonal declsions, or simply spend .wore time

" on ‘the same functions as those with less time to spend? What models can

(

Coordinators and directors need to sfudy these questions. One way to
’ M ‘
begin this process is to review diScrepancies in pergeption and practice

v

-

reported in this report between these groups and within each to seek

consenﬁus whenever possible,

be developed to guide directors interested in doing a better job iﬁ ABE?”

&

-
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+ IN-SERVICE EDUCATION ¢

s ¥ . . ) . B
+  This gection f?cuses‘up;n in-service education for staff development

. '
,within the ABE program. Key questions are: which staff are to receive
) - .
in-service education in what form, for what duration, with what content,

* ' ! C” .
who is to play what roles in plan?ing and conducting the program, and how

<
]

much time and money does it cost? .Since most Qeachers have only about & = _

N yeér's éxperience in the program and h;ve had no previous professional pre-

o paratioﬁ'in adult education, there is general consensus that in-gervice
L - ’
v - . 3 o
education is essential. - ! . e . ~
L) S . ‘ . o "
. r
Form ‘

The Evaluation Committee ranked the degree of ‘emphagis which should

be placed upon five forms ,of in-service education as follows:™™ T

~

L - Table12 :

Desirable Emphasis on Forms of In-Service Education

. : n . Order of
¢ * Activity . . Emphasis .
a. Novice-master assignment 1 .
b. Coaching by coordinator or others 43
> c. Workshops and conferences conduétéd‘ ~
by the local ALRE program - 2

d. Other workshops and conferences
conducted by others (state or
regional agencies or institutions) - L .

e. Visitation in other AJE classes ©® 5

In reporting current praétice, coordinators indicated about equal

1

emphasis was placed upon ecoaching and worksﬁobs conducted by the local

program, Nearly half the coordinators reported that novice-~master

-

‘ \\; :11}{1 v . .
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assignments.-rere ziven lovest order of emphasis, although there were

L - a
A significant differences among them in rating this activity. There was -

lezst agreement, among coordinators bertaining to the®degree of emphasfﬁ

. /////gi!gn to coaching and' class visitation; apparently practice varies great- .
- . ° o <
ly in @ifferent merged areas. . -

* -
e . -

Tzachers reported that most emphasis was given workshpps conducted

]
L)

- -
<

by local progranms; Qorkshops conducted by others was given second e~ -

? phasis in practice. Nearly-half tﬁe téachers rzported that visitation

.

. to other ABE classrooms was given least emphasis, and there was little

©
e

~ agreement among them about how much emphasis this practice should receive.

v Participationﬁjn novice-master assignments and university courses were
reported as given little ‘emnhasis, There was least agreement among

! - . z - A)
teachiers about how muéh emphasis was in fact placed upon coaching and’
4

—

; about how wmuch emphasis should be given this form of in-service education,
i DPI résﬁondeﬁts réported very different orders of emphasis given

these practices. Tyo of the four respondents agreed that wqrkshops con- -

[

ducted by local programs were most emphasized,. classroom visitation was o

& -
third in"emphasis, and workshops conducted by others was foufth.
' - o

) . .

‘<

Extent of Participation\ 3 e

The Eveluation Committee indicated ‘that, on the.average, the following

-~y

minimum numbers of days should be devoted to workshop perticipation by

varidus staff members; average current practit¢e is also given as reported
by coordinators: . . .

¢ ! 9 . ‘ -
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. _ _ Table 13
‘ ] 9
. Days Devoted to In-Service Workshops ) i
. First Year " Subsequent Years
Staff Category _ EC Coord. EC Coord.
\ .
: a. Teachers and e
. Counselors ' 5 L 2 3
e b. Aides 1 3 S T 3 ‘
) c. Coordinators 5 8 3 S AR
R f | . ..
d. Directors - 1 3 1 3
£ ] ] .

- ' &t
It is apparent 1n:Table 13 that actual practice excgeds the Committee 8
$
'expectations except in the case >f first year teachers and counselors.

e

However, coondinatons reported great variation among the merged areas in

the number of days devoted to teacher ihvolvement in vorkshops. This
varied from 1/2 t» 6 days@ only six coordinators reported that.;he stan-v
- dards set by the,@valuation Committee.had been met or exceeded. \?&e CO=
ofdinators themselves reported spending from'1/2 to 1l days in in-éervice
workshops., There was similarly great variation among the merged areas in
the number of days of aide invoivement in yorﬁshops: from 1/2 to é_days.
An seven areas the coordidators reported 0;2 days of workshop involvement

.

voy directors, but two reported 10 days.ﬁj

-

There was also wide variation among areas in the number of days which
teachers reported they spend in 1n-setv1ce tra1ning. liost reported 1 day
or, less commonly, 2 days. ”hls is a marked departure from the reports by

coord1nators of ayerage practice in Table 13. ¢ >

The Fvaluation Committee felt that 100% of teachers, ¢ounselors, co-
ordinators, and directors should be involved in.an in-service workshop,

-~

_course, or conference during the year. The Committee also indicated that

e

90% of aides should be s0 involved. In current practice the coordinators

L 402-

v
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- repofﬁ that, on the average in the state, 98¢ of fheir- teachers did par-
- ~ ticipate lastj&ear. Half the éoordinafors reparted that all aides were
also involved, half reported only 50 participation. However, about 20%

of the teachers reported that they“had not yet received any inegervice

[ . rd ’

training as of January, 1975. These are presumedly teachers new to the

program although, the proportion seems ldarge.

Content ' ° ' ” : o
. To determine emphasis given to areas of content in the past three
* years and to asgess needs for in-service.education, teachers, coordina-

tors, DPI representatives, and tﬁe Evaluation Cngittee’were asked to

rate sixteen Eopics common to in-service prograns, The:results are pre-
. ' N

sented in Table 1%, .

Table lll- ’ >

-

Emphésis Given Topics of In-Service Zducation and Current Priorities -
Assigned by Teacherg, Coordinators, DPI, and the Gvaluation Committee

{Teacher Responses in Percentage) ! . '
' PAST ERPHASIS . CURRENT PRIORITY
TOPIC’ - | Te o DT EC e Co DL, IC

a. ABE program orientation:
. objectives, procedures,

current developments, T
. ].a 8 ] * eps /” % I'ln . S . - ' 3
| plans, reports‘ . Hid9 i Hi Hi53
. b. Differences in teaching ) *
adults and children - Hi Coe Hi-
c. Philosophy of adult ed. Hi66 C o HiS5 - Hi

d. Understanding the student ‘
population, culture of
Jpoverty, ethnic group )
differences o Hi

e. Course organization:
content selection, .
e scheduling and se-
quencing topics making .
lesson plans Iokl In* Io




* 9 ]
* . .
. PAST EMPHASIS CURRENT PRIORITY
. TOPIC Te Co DI EC I Co DRI EC

f. Methods of instruction:
gselecting, adapting,

and using © ofikd Hi -z Hi72 . H Hi .
. . - \ )
g. Instructional materials ‘ : .
* and aides: selecting, ' ' .
adapting, and using Hi52 Hi Io’ HiTh Hi Looos

h. Diegnosgis of student i . . .
needs, testing and .

evaluating achievement; "

student program pre- <o

. seription . Hi Hibk Hi

- i. Class control, menagement
of student failure, coping . . . -
. .+ with lack of self-confidence Lolik, , . - Hi
" j. Counseling students in - ~ .
*» academic or personal = ., ;.
" matters | . Iobh HL | Hi50. Hi ° | Hi*

L4
B

k. Working with aides and . o
vdlunteers - © 72 Lo Io - o

<

1. Student recruitment and
retention Hi* . Hi Hi* Hi
" ms Individualizing instfuction o - HI6T* HE - . Hi

n. Improving human gplétions: . :
. teacher~student ¢ HERE : Hish Hi

o. Improving staff relation- - -
Ship% within ABE Lo52 ’ Ll '
| .

p. Teacﬂing "coping" skills . JHE .

- o - 1 .~

*Highest rated item(s); underlined items +thosc' given ﬁighest -
possible rating by largest percgntagé of teachers.

-

'Eable 14 rgpof%s at least a mejority of coordinator responses and at

least two of four DPI responses. ’
&

4

Teachers and coordinators agree on the high current priority set on

five topiés: materials, methods, individualized instruction, human

Q. 1[()/1 ' ! :




relations, and boud%eiing - in thdt order.* DPI fespondénté concurred on

-
A, M

the priority need for methods and 1ndividaalized instruction.‘ The

“« a o “

Evaluatioh Committee agreed on counseling and individualized instruction.

N . ’ ‘ . \' o - T

The largest number of teachers gave their highest priority rating to

\ - . ! ~ ) 5

+ individualized instruction, the largest number-of coordinatp@s gave

—.

3 . . — '

theirs to human relations, and the Evaluation Committee theirs to coun~

seiing. °. ‘ -

Student recruitment ard retention was very strongly recommended as &

—_

priority by coordinators-and, the Evaluation Committee. Teachers feel the

need for diagnosis of student needs and coordinators for coping skill eme

~

phasis. Most items rated of high current pfiority were reported to have

E

received a high degree of past emphasis in in-service programs.

. A

Roles

A}

" There was consensus in the Evaluatign Cdﬁmittee that the coordinator

should have the main role in all phases of planning and conducting local

3

in-ser%ice education and sole responsibility for organizing and con=

ducting “these activities. Directors, teachers and counselors were algo
ceen ag apprerriately involved in main rqles in setting objectives. These

. four groups were seen as playing mein roles, along with the DPI, for diag-
+ & . N .
nosing needs, evaluating in-service programs, and following up on learning

gains.

-

In current practice, coordinators reported that directors played a

wajor role only in appraising needs and setting objectives. Hearly two-

thirds of the directors saw . ‘aking Decisions on in-gservice education as
their responsibility, although they perceived their major role in evalua-

¢ X ) . -

tion ‘of results., Directors indicated that essistance on staff development

A
o
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role in-thede two functions. but were even sdre involved in'conducting apd - 3
. . . - I,, - L. U L] a .

°
- .

evaluating the program and in following ﬁp; Considerablyi;egs than half =

» ’ - S

the coordinators reported any other staff members as playing -major roles

4

.

- was oné of more valuable services renaered,by D?Iw"Tgache;s playga'a major

in in-service education. * ) . ) L

$ . . . . ° .t .
. The Evaluation Committee felt thaf c¢oordinators should.be‘dévoting

re -

15% of their time to iﬁ-servicg education; coq%dinators-reportgd dévot}ngg

il

. " ' ’ - N
from 2% to'25% of their  time -- eight spent’ 5%. or lesp'Sﬂ their time on
N . RS N " ' ~.".v”
in<service programs, and only thrsg spent 15/, or more. :
.. “
The DPI reports one staff person spends 75 of his time on ih-service

@

&

-

work, one 10%, &nd two 2% each. . ) : -
A Y

Incentives and Impact

’

The Evaluation Commjttee expected that the incentives which should-
be most important to encourage participation in in-sérvice education‘igf

cludéd that it be condacted locally, expenses are paid, and provision is

2

made for extra,pa& == in that order. This was cohﬂ{fmed in curreqt prace
tice by coordinators. The Commi?tee indicatquthai;ﬁelf-selectiop should
be the method of selecting staff for iﬁ-;ervice garticipation; ‘coordina-
tors reported that éhisﬂwas the practicé in the merged a;eas:
Coordinatyrs reported little égreement in assepsigg the impact of

past in-service programs on increesing staff morale, on enhancing staff

«

effectiveness in recruiting and orienting new students, and on indiyidua)~

izing instruction., Over half the cooxdinators felt that there had been a’

- -
v

‘poor job done in improving the selectfon, orgahization, and.evaluation

of eontent, The§ tended to agree that in-service programs had contributed

¢ L] - . "
to improving humen relatiozns and sensitivities, -~ °

MY
- ®
. - ‘e

e 1.0(‘

1]

-
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It is interesting that coordinators felt that in-service education
S

had been least effective in improving course organization when this topic

-

. is reported to have been given little empha81s in past in-service effprts '

by teachers, the DPI, and the Evaluation Commlttee, on Table lh and none

o - 9

of the‘respondcnt groups assigred this vopic a high current priority.-

" Interpretetive Summary . v . . .
There is urgent neéd for systematic planning and standard setting in

3

<

‘ the area of in;service(education. Staff development tends to be equated

.- with a'day or two of workshop attendance. ‘A comprehensive strategy should

r
7

R congeptuallze 1n~service educafion as a prlorlty and a continuous process

.

., within which there is an approprlate place for several or all of the fol-

A -

lowing components: workshops, coaching, novice~master assignments, class-
room visitation; planned involvement in cooperative cufriculun and

materials development and program evaluation, and university courses in
: - ) y ,

“ e
[P . —

adult education.

¢

- - N -

- L
The ambiguity and discrepancies in perspective within the program perw

taining to the use of coaching, novice-naster assignments, and class$oom

visitation may be overéomp to some degree b§ defining these concepts in . .
v . - R Y - - " »

operational terms. /What have been the most successful experiences in

- utilizing these approaches in various combihations within Iowa? Some of ‘

‘these practices are essential simply'as support activities for effective

I3

needs assessment for“workshob planning and follow-up.

-t -

) Workshops should evolve out of a continuous process of in-gservice
s . Q " s ) . L3 L3
involvement when'common needs have been identified or a common task re-

quires collaborative effort. They should not constitute an interruption

.
~

or an activity separate from program development but répresent a

S Lok ’

<
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épecislized form of intensive‘eooperative program development effort

within an on-going process. This is not fessibie unless there sre other

D

-

continuing, planned, in-service sct1v1t1es progressing sequentislly

through which needs may be identified for 1ndiv1duels and groupss; prse-

I3

tical dsy-to-dey cléssroom activity may serve as content for coopers‘ive
?
suudy and experimentation, improved program practicés dnd processes ‘may

. be’ identified asgessed; end adapted; descrnpancies in expéctstions are
identified and resolved smong people wo;;ing together; snd_p;;érsm effort,
. including in-gervice effont, m&& be evaIusied and followed-np:by those
.who have a stake in the success ;F’the program. ‘The major segments of
thig evslustibn study =~ ganS, recrultment stsffing, instruction, in-

service edueation, and collaborstion -~ are all areas in which majotr

issues have been ident{fied, most of which are amg¢nable to planned staff

dev&lopment effort. . IY Wegld be disappointing if the findings(o£?$his

14

report were not fully utilized as a set of issues around shith in-service

. programs are planned and conducted- in each fierged area and on a state-wide
. L3 1 Py

K \ -

level as well.’

A comnreﬁensive_strstegy of in-serviceleducstion would incorporate
s‘system of (1) needs assessment, (2) seﬁtiné priorities for staff
- coverege and time allocated to participation, (3) scheduling,‘(ﬁ) pro-
jecting costs and planning budget allocations, (5) setting operational
“objéctives; (6) determining the appropriate forms of in-service<educstion,
(7) selectisn and sequencing content areas, (8) eveluation, (9) fellow;up,
(10) sssignment of specific respon81bilit1esvfo¢ these ﬁunctions among

coordinators, directors, teachers, the DPI, and others involved, (11) a

uniform qeporting system for in-service education which includes all of
"c.“ ' e '

) | 108 ‘ RN
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the foreéoing, and (J2) a program of experiment and demonstration geared
. p . e,

.

to specific ob;ectives and problems identified in developing and im=
plementing the strategy. ‘ T

°

Standard setting need not imply enforced conformity but should be : :
seen as the deuelopment of consensus among those chagged with leadership )
for establishifg norms and parameters; a rationale;'a set of criteria for
: self-assessment a system of effective commuoication and reporting, and

xeguity in trﬁstment for staff and students among the merged areas. Fo;/ «

'

egample, what is the.de31rab1e range within which funds should be pro-

jected and allocated for in-serﬁice education in terms' of time and cost -
~ /
per participant in the 1n1t1a1 and subsequent years of servioe’ What*

4y

patterns of 1n-s°rvice education actlvities have been found in Iowae
i A

-

‘mote qr less appropriate for staff members with different qualifications
and learning needs? Why ndt cooperatively develop a common methodology

' for needs assessment, program evaluation, and.reporting9' -
~
in view of the lack of commcnh perqeption of the emphasis and use to'

J $

be given alternative forms of staff develop'xex?t and the critical 1ssues

involwed, the DPI and the coordinators should collaborate in mapping and

&
1mplementing & series of experimental and demonstration project& dealing
32 % ¢
with in-service education to establish ;ne MDHdltiDﬂS of" effectiyé prac=-

. ¢ N - 3 .
tice as & basis for standard sctting. . The issues have been identified,

4 °

‘ i variations in current practice and perceptions documented and a useful

< bt

me thodology for further study demonstrated by -this evaluation- report.

» . . -
. v 4

Where action cannot be taken through in-service education to resolve .the

rep5rted discrepancies, experimental and demonstratidn projects shouid be

used to regfine the options and test'alternative.solutiona.

-
-

) ’ . h ,
FRIC - . ¢ A
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It is encumbent upon leaders in the program to rationalize the extra-
ordinary discrepancies in both praétice an& perspective which have been
docum?nteq amoqg the merged aspgs apd within them as well., Fairness to
teachers and their students demangs that some equity in in-service gduca-

tion effort pertain among areas which relates amounts of money spent to

- the numbers and~qualificatiogé of staff to be vrained and to the avail-

ability of existing specialized resources required.
A

The amount of teacher and aide time devoted to ! . , education

seems entirely inadequate, especially if ohe~accepts the reports of

\
teachers qpouﬁﬂthe extent of their in-service participation (most re-
. . .

“§5rting one ‘day), and about the extent of meetings with other ABE teachers

(65%\had not met with a group in the last six months), and about the ex-

4
tent of meetings with the coordinator (most met twice in the last six

months). Most teachere have had limited pvofessional training to prepare

themvfér adult education and have‘Bnly about a year of experience in the
program. There is serious lack of information among those in the program
about what i3 going on and lack of agreement within merged areas and

among them about a1l phases of in-service education.

In addition to anomalies -in amouats of time, money, and participg-'

@

‘ztion:in-in~service education,'it is essential that the question be qlari-

fied a8 to who is to do vhat, specifically, in assessing needs, setting -

objectives, evaluéting, and following-up. The roles of the DPI and the

A

directors arc unclear to many leaders in the program and opinions differ. ™
* v

The questionnaire items develoﬁéd for this evaluation (e.g., see
Table lh) mayfbe addpted for periodic assesqment*of teacher in-service

3

neg@s by both DPI and the coordinators. The DPI,couldtgdapt and co=-

'1ordinate the admi@istration of these instruments by the coordinators’

L ., T
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v

and compile statewide reports of expreésed preferences of teachers and

others.as the basis for setiing state and merg;d area in-service priori-
* ties. This, of course, would represent only one of several complementary

approachés to needs assessment (e.g., coaching, novice-master assign-

me-’ 1gsroom visitation, eooperative participation in curriculum
» o

anu caterials development, ete,).

°

¥
b

Priority content needs have been reported for in-service education -

. | PR
in the next few years., These. include instfuctional materials, mef%ods; j

human relations, counseling, diagnosis of Atudent needs, student recruit-

ment and’retention, and coping skills. The planning process for ine-

>

corporating these areas of priority concern in whatever in-service efforts
-~ M \

will be forthcoming should begin as soon as possible,

- ¢

o | 121
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COLLABORATION ' -

' The purpose of the collaboration section is to examine the ABE

/ . .

programfs relationships with other organizations and agencies within

the community, especially relationships with those which act as co-
®

‘sponsors of classes, ¥.e., provide space or other significant resources .

N
or provide at least 50% of the students enrolled. Collsboration is
algo of potential importance to ABE for student reférral, placement, <

gn§ as a source of community support..

1

.~7™"¢ When the Evaluation Comiittee was asked how much priority local

ABE programs ghould place on the development éf collaborative relation-
ships,<bhe response was Highest Priority (a 5 on a S’point scqlgi. )
However, whgn céordinators were* asked how much priority was actually
placed on cgllaboration only a third responded with HighestuPriority,
and slightly less than a third.responqed withiMedium Prior}ty.

» ABE programs typi?ally target their collaboratiye efforts on
perticular kinds of‘ggengiee. The Evaluation Committee was asked
"What kinds of agencies and orgenizations shqulz local KBﬁ)programs
work with as co-sponsors and sources of referral support?" The-co-
ordinators were then asked to indicate how much importance ;as actual-

1y placed/on collaboration with cach agency listed, The results are

as follows:

1
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Table 15 "

Importance of Organizations and Agencies for Collaboration
S ; . (Intended and Current Practice)

-

Type of . Evaluation Committee Coordinator Ratings
Agency n Ratings (in percentage)
Social Service ) High“ ' 56 -
Schools ' High o 28
~cap o ﬁ . High N 't
nmploymenu - High )\ Lb
Institutlons (hospltals, \‘ . . Q
b _._ _.__county hqgeel_ o High oo 50
-.*gt—g_;:‘ Business and’Industry - j_iu_ve&IEE”"f, ST TRy T e
Public Health = - Low T 56
Churches o ) Low 75
‘*University Extension low . ' 83 )
. , v

Altho&éh on the average, coordinators tended to rate the i&ﬁbrtance
of all agencies significantly lower than the EQalugtioh Committee, the
greatest discrepancy seems to be with Schools. <he Committee felt
collaboration with schcols shoﬁldibe of High Importance; only 28% of

M the coordinators indicate that it is in actual practice. There was
the greatest disagreement among coordinators pertaining to the importance
: of schools for collaboration, over a quarter of the coordinators rated
sehools High.

It'is useful to compare the benefits gained from the disadvantages

to colleboration, In order to tab-this dimension the Evaluac.ion

- Committee was asked to indicate the importance of several benefiés

associated with collaﬁoration. The coofdinators were then asked to

¢

@~ - o _ 113
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indicate the importance of several benefits associated with collabora-

4

tion, The coordinators were then asked to indicate the actual impor-

tance of the benefits to their program.

Both the Committee éﬁd the coordinators agreed that the benefits

> ~ f
of collabaration were of the following order of -importance:

~

1. Recruitment of students through co-sponsored classes

2. -Extension of ABE to hard-to-reach segments of the target
population through co-sponsored classes .
' 3. Increased public awareness of program through co-sponsor-
ship collaboration with referral agencies
L. Increased community support for ABE through coilaboration .
tmes oo . with other agencies ’

There was greatest diségreement over the importance of the henefit

Provision of éhpport services by collaborating

organizations (e.g., child care, counseling, trans-

portation).
s . '\.} B

this benefit very important, but there was the

¥

’ i
The Committee rated

widest spread of ratiﬁgs among coordinators with nearly a quarter of -~
s, z v

them assigning each of the following ratings on a five point gcale:
2, 3, 4, and 5 (5 = Very Important). While the Committee expected
- that co-sponsorship should be of moderate importance as a source of

obﬁéining funds, coordinators reparted that in practice this benefit

P

was of minimal importange.

The diéadvantages to collaboration were pr6bed in a manner similar

to the benefits., The Evaluation Committee assigned a'rank order to

six common disadvantages in terms of how it anticipated these disad- .

[

vantages would pertain to the statewide program. Coordinators re-

ported on the extent they encountered these disadvantages in actual

“

. practice,

‘ _ ) 1:.14':




Coordinators overwhelmingly agreed that there was little or no

AAAAA

.~ interference in the operation of their ABE program or decrease in ad-

)

miﬁistratiﬁe autonomy as a result of collaboration., The Committee ex-

T .- ._ . pressed its greatest concern about the extent to which there would'be -

€

interference 'in the program operation &as & result of cdllaboratién. No

o - . .serious concern was expressed by coordinators about increase in unit

€ 2

césts a8 & result of égllaborati;n or that Studénts served through -co-
sponsored programs were not represenéative of the target populatiop.

. the prograg is trying to reach. The diéadvanfage of greatesé\céncern
was loés of progran fléxibiligy. Over a fifth of the coordinators re-

gorted thaf\their program had experiencéd this disadvantage to & great

~ e

— —-—- -  _extent. . ‘ - S

... The Evalustion Committee indicated that 65% of ABE classes in Iows
Bshould be co-sponsoéed, while coordinators report an average of only
32% co-sponsoréd. 'The:e was again great variation in practice among
— xmerged areas with\2% to»95% of classes co-sponsored, Ten coordinators
. reported 254, four reported 26-50%; and three reportcd 709 or more of
. their classes co-sponsored.

Eleven coordinators out of 18 indicated that they employed staff
members "whose responsibility is to act as’ 1iaison between the ABE
program and the community." Coordinators reported the following order
of importance of the functions of liaison personnel: rec?uiting stu~

. dents, following up on dropouts, and providing feedback -on the success

hd .

of* the ABE program in the community v
f .Only one coordinator indicated that he had experienced a major con-
B flict in working with collaborating agencies, and only one reported
Q
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seriois difficulty in establishing contact with potential collaborating
agencies.
R— ——ﬁhe—most—frequently expressed reason given by coord1nators for
their termination of co~sponsored- classes was low enrollment. Fulfill-
ment of the educational needs of the co-sponsor was the next most fre-
quently nentioned reason for terpination. Co-shonsor demands which are
" too costly to meet were cited as an occasional reason for termination.
In order to collect data on collaboration\from the agencies in-
volved with ABE, a questionnairé was administered to co-sponsorswin - e
each merged area. Of 56 respondents among co-sponsoring agencies and

_organizations, 39 (7 ). sponsored custodial facilities. Most of these

were county homes for the mentally retarded handicapped and the aged'

_two . vere pr1sons. Of the remainder, 8ix were CAP-agencies, four—~v_ - e
yGoodwill Industry organizations, and the rest were neighborhood

centérs, welfafe,.migrant or family service agencies. 9n1y 2 vere ' —
businesses and industries.. Eight merged areas had 0;3 collaborating

agencies responding, five areas had 4~7, and two aress 9-i5.

Nearly half of the co-sponsors reported that they were highl& ine

volved in the day-tolday operation o ABE classes. Only a.quarter of

the respondents indicated minimal involvement. Although the involve~

ment of co-sponsors was substantial, coordinators, as reported earlier,

did not feel this involvement led to undue interference with the ABE
. {

program,

How do co-sponsors determine whether or not they need ASE classes?

The ansver is found in Table 16.



a

- sponsor,of his-need for collaborating is significant. - It is also

. Tabie 16
’ n How Co~Sponsors Determine Heed for ABE Classes |
, Co~-Sponsors*

. Method - - in percent)
Examination of employee records and'indic;ted need 61 o
Employees or clients request classes ﬂ ) -
Co&sponsors d¢sired to upgrade employeée skills . 34
Céisponsor employed or served many non-English speak;ng © 3
ABE representatives convinced co-sponsor of need 36

_Other ~ . ) 13

"3 e

* Co-sponsor could report more than one method of need acsessment.

The proportion of caseg,reported in.Table 16 in which co-sponsorship

1

illuminating that in the two merged areas with the greatest numbers of

- —ch-ggonsored clagses, co-sponsors reported the largest proportion of

such classeéAWéfé“the results of ABE persuasion, Ra2sults of the co-

L4

sponsor questionnaire further ip@icate‘that in the majority ofrcéééé
(59%), tﬂq ABE program contacted the co-sponsor regarding co-sponsorchip
rather than the reverse. In only 6% of the cases did the co-sponsor
indicate initial contact. This evidence suggests that those ABE proe-
grams in Iowa which have co-sponsored classes have them as ;:result of‘

the ABE program's initiative., The existence of,co-spoqsdred classes is

~ .

evidence of active leadership within the ABE program within a merged areaT\\\‘ g
/

Research has shown that when an employer offers released time from ~

work for employees to perticipate in ABE, the classes have a considerably

"

~
127
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greater chance of success. Although in most cases (/19) the provision
R .
of released time was not.applicable to the co-sponsors respondlng to

" the questionnaire, 18 indicated that they provided released time for

[}

ABE partioiéation. In view of theflarge proportion of custodial care

institutions for whieh this provision was not applicable, this is a

significant total, =~ . ST

o - - m———

How successful has ABE been in meeting co-8ponsor needs in Iowa?
2

To answer this question, co-sponsofé were asked to rate (ona 5 point

scale’) tho success -of ABE in meeting several needs. -The results are

as follows: .

Table 17

A3E ‘Success in Meeting Co-Sponsor lNeeds ;

. . :

. . . Co-Sponsors Reporting
i High Degree of Success
Need - - - . s, , o {in percent)
‘Upgrade employee or client. skills S . 60 A “ B
Increase of Employées English language
proficiency . . 17
fncrease of employec morale . 65 N

Afford employee oppo}tunity to advance withn
within organization ¢ 30
P * O

For a 81gnif1cant number of co-sponsors the ABER program has been
highly successful in upgrading employee skills and in increasing morale. ‘"

An overwhelming 9&% of the CO-§pONsors report that there have been
no drawbacks to co-sponsoring classes with ABE, and 84% of the co-sponsors o .
report that students were highiy satisfied with the ABE classes. .

Over two-thirds of the co-sponsors report that when there is a problem

o
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with the ABE classes it is the teacher they contact; a fourth contact
the ABE coordinator. A quarter of the co-gponsors did not answer the
questiqﬁ leadinévdﬁe to suspect that they have never experienced a:
problem.

A final question in the co-sponsof questionnaire asked respondents
to indicate why they had gelected the ABE brogram for co-sponsbrghip
rather than préviding the service themselves or éo-sponso¥ing Witﬂ -
another ABE program. Three-fourths indicated that the ABE program was

’the best available, Nearly as large a proportion of respoqdents madé
the decision to coesponsor bécauée ABE did not charge them for the
- service. Two-fifths indicated that the ABE progr;; wes the only pro-

gram of which they were aware, and one fifth ‘reported that their member;~

ship or clients wanted the ABE program.

—

Interpretative Summary

.’ ,

Given existing constraints, the Evaluation Committee felt that the
statewide program ;ould be operatiﬁg“aé it shonld only if area coord;pa-
tors g;ve their highest priority to collaborative relationships. Twoe
thirds do not do sc, according ko fhé&r own reports. In view of fhg-

" commonly expressed concern over reaching the hardest to reach witﬁ ABE;
this is particularly curious inasﬁuch.as one would expect the moét pro=
ductive linkages with this target population would be welfare, emplo;mént,
and relféious agenciés and organizations.

’ Coordinators need to exchange views and seek'consensﬁs>on the value
of different agencies and organizations as coe-sponsors. In particuler,

the differences of emphasis on collaboration with schools requires ex-

planation. Why in the urban centers do coordinators place so limited a
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value on business and industry as collaborators, and, in’fact, have almost

-

no co-sponsored classes with them, requires clarification. Why do less

than half the coordinators consider CAP and employment agencies of high

importance and three-fourths consider churches of little importance? ' !

These value judgments are at variance with national practice. They may

>

be justified in Iowa, but leaders should seek a common’ rationale for

current experience in this area. The discrepencies between the Evalua-

°

tion Committee and the coordinators suggest this has not been.done..

-
- P

~ Coordinator disagreement on the importance of provision of such | .

N -,

support services as child care, counseling, and transportation by

collaborating organizations is another specifiec topic for inclusion on

£

an 8genda for discussidn and én'exchange 3f experience., The common
problem of 1imited program flexibility resulting from collaboration
might also be pr&fitably explored and cooperative solutions sought.
An importent item for coordinator staff development should deal
with the wide discrepancies identified’both in terms of expectations
and current practice regarding the proportion of ABE classes which' -

- o should be and are co-sponsored. The Comnittee thought that 65% should

0

be co~-sponsored. Céordingtors reported 32 co-sponsored, and practice
> " - T‘-“\N"‘-“A
varied among them from 2% to 95%. This is too great a degree of variance °

-

to‘be accounted for by differenéés among the merged areas in terms of
urbanization, target populations, and so forth. Clearly, there is a
_@ifferegce in conception 8f the vélue of co-sponsorship which needs to
be made explicit and rational standards should be set for practice_in
areas of 'similar demographic.and 6tﬁer characteristies,

Coordinators need to look searchingly into the fact that nearly
Q . ’ 14'14 o ¢
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> three-fourths of the, co-sponsors respdnding to their request to.provide

¢

information about relationships with ABE were custodial facilities,
Beyond these ge%erally receptive and easily negotiated co-sponsored .

arrangements, and despite the fact that 61p of the coordinators report

i tx €

using specialized community liaison staff, co-sponsorship is extremely

i
-

sparse and spotty. T [ . : . H

Why do half the merged areas report 0—3 coqsponsored classes when

go many coordinators report that they assign & high priority on, collabora-

®,v

- tive relationships? Uith a*couple of notable exceptions, it appears

{ ' <
that limited effort is made to foster co-sponsorship beyond contacting .

the county institution for the handicapped or mentally retarded The

.most provocative finding in this section is that if co-sponsorship ¢

.

. . ™ .
exists, it doea so as a direct result of the initiative of the ABE pro-’ ,

gram. Glven the existence of potential co-sponsors, if a coord1nator
is Willing andaable to devote hlS efforts in convincin” %hen of the value
of collaboration, he will have a stronger program than)if he does not.*
The fact that most do not imggests thag coordinatoré generally place a

5 ,
low value on co-spongorship, do not have potential co-gponsors in their
merged area, or are unwilling or unable to take the necessary initiative

to affect this relationship., These matters need to be studied closely.by

leaders within Iowa's_A@E progranm, Should there'be a set of standards or

=

guidelines, recognizing local differences amoné the werged areas, governing

A
2

* Coordinators in areas with the hignest proportién of co~sponsors who
attribute their collaboration to the initiative of the ABE reprcsenta-
tive rated High on the Professionalism Index:

1
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. »
r
the priority which should be placed’on co-sponsorship in the Iowa ABE
' c

program? ] ’ - - ///
. »

) “ R
While these questions need answering if there is to be coherent

°©
v~

statewide effort, coordinators should be encouraged by:'the fact that

: { .
glmost all cp-spongors report no drawbecks to their collaboration with

.ABE, and 84% report that gtudents are highly satisfied ﬁith.the program,

\'V
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ABE STUDENTS N )
. ) IS : . . -
¢ A brief questionneire concerning their reasons for attending adult -

. -

basic education classes, wﬁat they are learning, and what they like and

dislike aboul their classes was completed by 726 ABE students. The

findings presented in this chapter are based upon their responses to
this questionnaire, There are five main sections in this chapter: .

(%) a brief descrigtipn of the student population;'(2) a réport on what

: students most want to learn; (3) a presentation of students' percep-

r

tions of what their, teachers emphasize most in cléss; (%) a-report on

how students like to learn; ané (5) a note on whgt'aspects of ABE in-

struction students find aqpoying. In each_sect%fn, signifiqant dif=- A

ferences between different é?oups of gtudents, sucy as those %n %rbén

and rural programs and in different mérgei areas are notéd, and important!
" relationships among student characteristigs 9nd pfeferences pinpointed,

These findings should enable ".dministrators and teachers to (1) compere

@ ¢ - n

. the stﬁdént population in their own merged area with that in other
. . 3 v 3: . ) . .
merged areas; (2) degsfmine if the subject matter and instructional

processes in thcii classes match the priorities and preferences .of the:
stu&ents; qnd (3) recognize areas in which changes in program operation

might coqyributecto increased student refention, and a more sensitive

.

response to student learning needs and goals.
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The Student Population

4 o .

_Of the students who responded to.the questionnaire 71% were wonen,

and 29% were men. If these pfbportions are a correct reflection of the

statewide student enrollment (or attendance) patterns, Iowa is among the
(N

states with the highest proportion of. ci.rolled students who are women.
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This is true despite the fact that Iowa's 1970 ‘census figures show thdt

more men than women over 25 years of age 1ack‘e high school dipioma.°
. Statewide, one fifth.of respondent students were under 21 years of
ege, two-;ifths were between 21 and 35, and. one~tenth over 55. The pro-
portio& of te§popdingistudents under 21 years of age is significant}y
higher than the'proportion of Iewa adults .lacking a high school diploma
who are ;nder 21, Some merged areas have markedly ‘different age distri-
butions among their students. In three merged areas, hO-SOb of the

students ‘responding were under 21; in another, Lo} of the respondents

were over-55.
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7 G’Students were asked whether they lived in an urben, ru}al, or
suburban community. 505 said urban, Lo), rural, and the remainder
suburban, 'yhile "urban" is an ambiguous term, this finding is surprising,

and may indicate that undereducatea, isolated rural adults are not being

. reached effectively.
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How Students See Their Progress

-

Asked how well they felt they were doing in class, students" responses
) vere almost evenly dlvided 1nt; three groups: Fairly Well, Wedl, and
Very Vell. ‘Only 20 out of 710 said liot Very Well, while 50 said, Terri}ic.
. Students are more llkely to feel they are doing well if they are
getting enough information about how long it will take %hem to reach their
gou13. Nineetenths of all students feel they are getting adequate in=-
formation on heﬁ well they are doing. ¥ounger stgdents are somewhat more
llkely to feel tluzy are net getoing erough feedback., lNot getting
sufflclent feedback tends to create uncertainty about how long it will

take them to reach their educatlonal goels and doubts about how well one

Q is doing. j-w;;
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Over half of responding students say it is clear how long it will
take them to reach their educational goals. Just over one-third are
unsure, and the remainder are not clear about how long it will take.

Those who are clear about how long it will take are more likely to have

talked to a -ounselor, and tend to feel they are doing well,

Reéson for Attending ABE Class

Earn a High School Diploms is the most important reason for :attending

ABE classes for almost one-half of Jowa's ABE students. ‘The propurtion
of students seeking a GED varies from one merged area to another.
About two-thirds of the students in merged areas 2, 5, 10, and 16 give

getting a GED as their pnimaryvreaéon for returning to school. 1In

- <

merged areas 3, 4, and 11, only one quarter to one third of the students

who responded to the questionna;re indiceted this was their prigary goal.\\

Among students attending for reasons other than attaining a high
school diploma, half are in search of General Self Improvement and
one quarter givevbhei} primary reason to. Improve (my) Job Situation.
Whereas only one out of‘e%ght students statewide is primarily concerned
with improving his or: her job situation, one out of th¥ee students in
merged area 6 and one ?ut of five in mergéd areas 7 and 15 are primarily
interested in bettering pheir Job situation,.

Improved knowledge of the English Language i; unimportant except in
" mes. :d areas 11, 12, and 13, where between almost one quarter of the
. 8tudents responéing gave this as their primary reason for returni;g to
school.

Students who are working toward their high schodbl diplome are some-,

what younger than the student population as a whole. Students under 21

15
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, years of aée are much more likely to be going for their pED than are
stuaeAts in older age groups. Men and women are urban and rural sﬁudenfs
) are equally likely to -be working toward thei? high school diploma. Stu-
dents who give earning a high school diploma as their primary reason -
i 1

. . 2
for returning to school are neither morg nor less likely phan other

. Students to feel they are doing well.

e

" Counseling

«

Just over one third of students who responded to the questionnaire
réported they had talked to a counselor. There are sizeable Fifferences
between me;ged areas; while in two merged areas, less than 10 percent’
of the gtudents hav; talked with a counselor, 40% or more have talked
to a counselor in six merged areas. In one merged #resa, 57%~of the
sthdentsgpolled had received counseling. . )

Most students who talk to counselors seem to talk about & variety
of topics. There are three major constellatioqs of concern. Students
mey talk about job and family related matters and financial concerns.
Théy may talk about their class work and how to reach their educational
goals. Finally; they may talk about job related matters and their edu-

«~tional goals.

When students have had an opportunicy to talk with ; counselor
aboit reaching tﬁeif educational goals, they tend to feel better about
“thk. . progress, and to be clearef about how long it will take them to
reach their goals.

Older students and female students are less likely to have talked

to a counselor than are younger or male students.

Although the likelihood of having received counseling is equal for
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those who are going for their JED and those who are not, the topics dis-
cussed are different, GED students are more likely to discuss class
. work and how to reach their educational goals, They are less likely

to discuss job or family related matters or financial problems,

<

Vhat Students Want to Learn

- - Studentstere asked, "What have you learned in class that is of. most
importance to you?" Reading, ﬁriting, and Speaking was the most “important
set of gkills learned for 53% of the ;tudents responding, and the sécond
most important for an additional 32%, Here again, there were surpriéing
differences among merged areas., While 70% ranked reading, writing, and
speaking to be their most important learning in two merged areas, in two
other areas, %ess than one out of three responding students agreed._

Two-thirés of the students who do not find improved reading, writing;
and speaking skills to be most important give first rank to their ime
proved gkills in mathematics, The perceived importance of increased
mathematics skills ai;o varies, with 50% or more giving math first place
in three merged areas, while only about one fifth of the students in
three other areas attach similar importance to math, "

Iwo-thirds of the students responding to the questionnaire ranked
reading and math as the two most important subject areas, One-third said
that one'of the "non-traditionsl” areas -~ health and nutrition, shopping
and family budgets, jogwabéliggﬁions, and job interviews, or social and
political issies -- wasg either first or second in importance; Among
thege nbn;traditional subject areas, there are relatively small differences

in the importance to students.

for each subject area, there is a high positive correlation between
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how important a student feels what he or she has learned has been and

how much emphasis tﬁé student feels his or her teacher place on thergub-
Ject are;:Tmzcorrelations = 47 to .59) Do teachers shift their em- -
phasis in ;esponSe’éo student interests? Of, do students simply learn
more in areas that teachers emphasize, and therefore attach greatest
importance to what they have learned in these‘areas?

While there is & significant correlation between wanting more em~
phasis.on the 3 R's and.(é) ranking reading and meth the two most impor-
tant subjects léarned, and (b) ranking reading and mathfhigh in terms of
teacherlemphasis, these correlations are surprisingly low (.14 - ,15).

There are consistent differences between students whose primary
reason for returning to school is to get a'high school diploma and

those with other reasons., GED-seeking students place greater importance

on the mathematics they have learned (45% vs. 28% of non-GED oriented

students put iﬁcreased mathematics skills in first place) and less im-
portance on reading, writing, and speaking (44% vs. 60% rank reading,
writing, and speaking in first place). Despiteé this, it is not true
that merged areas in which larger than average proportions of students
say getting a GED is their gosl are the same as the merged areas in which
students place greater importance on the mathematics they have learned.
Asked to indicate which one subject they woulq most like ;o learn
more about in class, just under one~third of respondents chose reading,
writing, and speaking, and an almost equal number chose math. The rest
of the responses were scattered: shopping and buégets (12.5%), Jjob
applicatioﬁs and job interviews (10.7%), health and nutrition (9.3%),
and finally social and political issues %.0%)., It is noteworthy that

the proportion of students who want to learn more in a non-traditional

.0
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area, one~-third is the same proportion‘who ranked one of these non-tradi-
tional subjects either first or second in importanée of all that they
had learned. The relative importance of each of.thedfoﬁr non-traditional
subjects, however, is different. Job Applications and Job Intgrviews
was léast‘important in terms of importance attributedoto pre;ious learning,
but it was ‘second in terms of the proportion of students choosing it
as ﬁgg area in which they would like to learn more, Similarly, whereas
health and nutrition was the hizhest ranked non-traditionai subject in
terms of importance'attributedhto previous learning, a small proportion
of students chose it as the one area in which they would like to learn
more, )

Students who gave as their primary reason for returning to school
to earn a high school diploma are more likely than other students to
want to.learn more in the area of mathematics, and less likely than

3

other studen#s to want to learn more in the area of reading, writing,
andvspégking. Students in individual merged areas have substantially ’
different emphases than those indicated by the statewide data:

. Two questions dealt explicit}y with the relative emphasis which should
be placed on the 3 R's and Problems of Zvery Day ILiving, and the desir~
ability of increased class discussion of the problem; of every day living.

71% of the students responded to the question of emphasis in favor of

the 3 R's and 29% in favor of problems of every day living. Half of

respondents in merged areas l, 10, and 12 would like to have the problems

of every day living éhphasized more than the 3 R's,
Students working toward their high school diploma are neither more

nor less likely to be ingf&isr of t'e 3 R's or against more class_dis-
.-

cussion about problems of every day living.

.39
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Students who consider thei community to be urban are more likely

~ to favor more class discussion about problems of everyday living. They
7
3,

‘:also rank their gain in reading skilis higher in importance than do
N\ . T
other students. Older students are more likely to favor emphasizing

“
the 3 R's over problems of every day living.

Teacher Emphasis as Seen by Students

»'Statewide, 60% of the responding students feel their teachers place
greatest emphasis o; reading, writing, and speaking, and over 90% rank
theirzteacher's emphasis on reading, writing, and speaking as high.

35% of students report that their teachers emphasize wath most, and
over 80% rank their teachers' emphasis on mathematics as high. $iaking
commmnications and computation skills together, 80% of the responding
students see these as tﬁe two subjects most emphasized, although only
65% see them as the two Bubjec£s in which their learning gains have
been most important. Students place a higher value on learning non-
traditional subjects than they report their teachers place on teaching
them.

Teacher emphasis as reported by students varied from one merged
area to another, particularly the relativ? emphesis placed on reading
and mathematics, The proportion of students who say teachers place
éggg emphasis on reading, writing, and speaking ranges from 20% to 88%;
the proportion seeing mathematics as receiving most emphasis ranges
from 11% to 61%. '

Students working toward their GED perceive teachers as placing less

emphasis on reading, writing, and speaking, and more emphasis on mathe-

metics than do students who have retitrned. to Bchoo} for other reasons.

Q 1"*;41

cod A




N

127

»n

.This difference parallels the difference in value placed on learning
gains in these two subject areas by these  two different groups of stue -
dents..

Younger students ar; likely to place higher value on what they

have learned, and to perceived greater teacher emphasis, in the area of

Job applications and job interviews.

The Instructional Process: What's Liked, What's Helpful

£3

Students were asked to rank their preference for learning in each of
four different ways (1) with all students in the class as & whole; (2) in

the class divided into small groups; (3) through self study with teacher

giving help as needed; and (4) in the learning center. On the basis of

average rank assigned, the ﬁreferred method is self study, followed by
sms;i groups, and the class as a whole, Two-thirds of responding stu-

dents indicated that working in a learning center was their least pre-

L

ferred way to learn
. There is no relationship between how students like to learh and what

le;rning they find most important. Students who see their teachers
placing high emphasis on math particularly favor self-study. Students
who are working toward their GED are also particularly favorable to
gelf study, and somewhat less in favor of small group learning than the
student population as a whole., There was no rglationship between how
students like to learn and either their preference for the 3 R's over
problens of every day living or their desire for more discussion of
problems,

There are some differences between merged areas, particularly in

students' preference for small group learning and self study with -

132
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teacher help. Inasmuch aé effective use of small groups requirés specific .
teaching skills, this may be a reflection of the frequency and skill with
which teachers in fact use this-technique.

Students were asked to rank five teaching activities in terms of how
helpful they seemed to be in enabling them to learn. The five activities
were: (1) answering questions, (2) asking questions, (3) correcting
lessons, (4) encouraging discussion, and (5) providing time for practice
end arill. ,_ : ,

Students indicated that teachers are most helpful when they answer
questions. Correcting legsons and encouraging discussions were seen a;'
moderétely helpful. Asking questions and providiﬁg time for practice
ahd drill are seen as least helpful. Their teachers' role in ansﬁéring
questions is seen as particularly important by students who favor self.
study. Students who like learning in‘small groups particularly appreciate
teachers correcting their lessons, aﬁd see iittle value in quesfioning
by the teacher. Students workiné tcward their GED and students con-—
cerned with learning math find having the teacher respond to their ques-

tions particularly valuable,

Class Annoyances

o

Ten common class'annoyanées were listed, and respondents were asgked
to check up to three which annoy them gnd other students in their class.
Many students simply skipped this questien, pe}haps indicating that none
of the possible annoyances in fact bothered fhem.

Just under one~-tenth of the responding students are annoyed by
(1) Uninteresting Materials or (2) Some Students Too rfar Ahead, Others

Too Far Behind,.

133
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Seven to eight percent of the responding students are angoyed by
(1) New Students Entering or Absent Students Returning; (2) Not Being
Able to Get Help When It Is Needed, ahd (3) Class Goes Too Slowly.

Other possible annoyances, with the percentagé of students who are
in fact annoyed .are: Cléss Goes Too Fast (5.5%), Othef Students Not
Friendly (4.3%), Teacher I8 Not Clear (2.9%), Students Not Treated As ‘

Adults (2.3%), and Teacher Not Fair or Friendly (1.2%).-

Doing Well.,. ‘ - %st

Students are more likely to feel they are doing well if they hav
— “\

enough feedback on their progresé a;d are clear about how logg it willx
take them to reach their goals. While students who feel th;y are ééing'
well place high vglue on what they have learned in readiné: writing,
'and speeking, they do not perceive their teachers to be gmphasizing'
communication skills and wmathematics to the exclusgion of other, none
traditional subjects, and woula like even more emphasis on the problems
of every day living. ‘

Students who feel they are doig§ well tend to be annoyed because
the class is.going too slowly, although differences in their fellow
students' achievement levels do nop‘pother'them. They are less en~ R
thusiastic about self-study with teacher help as needed, ﬁnd are annoyed
if they égn't éet help when they need it, However, they do feel that

the teacher is clear and understandable. v

Interpretetive Summary

= @

A .
This section raises a number of questions vhich call for answers.

Is the program adequately'reachiné rural students? Why the large
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differences in age among students in different merged areas., How dqesy

the)merged area with 40% of its-students 6g9r the age of: 55 reach this

»

-

* ~  grotup so well? . R

?

One cannot 1igqt;x diemiss the fact that students seem equally
divided among those who feel they are doing less than well and.thdse who
feel they are aoing mo}e than well, Teachers should give students more
féedback:on their prégress. Half the students in the program are noé
clear Abeut hawlldng it will take them fb reach their educational goals,
" This fa;tor aﬁd the adequacy of feedback on progress are the key to
students :ggliﬁh they are doing well, The need for counseling ;s wide-’

spread‘and clearly felt by students. Those in merged areas in whic

there is no counseling are being discriminated against and should.je
entitled to equal treatment throughout the state.

Everyone in ABE in Io&h should be reminded that less than half the

« » students see the GED as their 'most important reason for participation

in the program, Self -improvement and improvying their job situati n is
of even gréater impor%ance for large proportions of th; student ‘hody.
leaders in Iowe should not let the GED orien%ation overshadow other
equally legitimat; interests of students./ Differenti;tgd cﬁr;i? le
should accommodaté eech group. Individualizéd instruction should mean
individualizing what is taught to meet the néeds and intereste of the
learner, not simply one-to-one instruction.
‘ Why the marked difference among areasg, in the emphasis given reading
and writing, arithmetic, and "non-traditiongl" content ereas? A third of
) the students'consider the non-traditional content areas of major impore

tance and want more emphasis given them. ' 5 .
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. Tpere is much less emphasiq given to small learning groups than stu~

dents would welcome., While teachers and students prefer individualized

w

ihstruction, the teachér’muét make arréngement# to creatively ‘engage the
[ 3 ’ * ¢

regt of the class while giving stch instriction. It is here that the
imaginative use of emall learning gﬁpups and of aides can be of real -

help. This is a strong lead for another area of emphasis on demonstra-

tion and in-gervice education for -teachers. , ) o

- 2 <
Students in Iowa do not like teachers posing questions or condicting

drill‘sessidns or_tgéchinglthe class as a whole veéyroftgn. Teachers
should understand this and be assisted to find alternative methods. - .
Unihterestiné waterials and the heterogenei;y of performqnce_leYels
among feliow students ;rz fhe mosé commonly voiced studentcannoyaﬁées.

The'foimér suggests mb?e local initiative ;n.matgrials development and

adaptation, the latter the need for using learning groups. ¢

T
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from exploratory analyses done in an attempt‘to find"ggssible causes and
. . W L .

ABE TEACHERS
. % N

This chapter .provides an overview .of the instructional staff of -

¢

03

Iowa's A3E" program. * There is a brief initial section with descriptive
- -

data on teacher characteristics and on the nature of the claqses they

teach. However, the major portion of this ection will present findings

.- LY v
effects of the often dif?ering opinions -and practice. which have been

) - . ) : . ‘
digcussed in earlief$chapters. Specifically, there‘w111 be five sec-

tions: (1) a comparison of 1nexper1enced and experienced teachcrs,

(2) a comparison of teachers who, place overriding emphegis o the 3 R'

with teachers who place relatively less emphasls on the 3 R's' (3)° R
‘look at the differences between more an& less effective teachevs, .

as measured by absentee and dropout rates, (h) & brief explorttion of

differences between merged areas which might«influénce instructional.’

practice, and (5) a revieW‘of teachers' perceptions of their students.

Degcriptive Data ST

a,

°

The typical teacher is a white woman who 'may have worked as an’
elementary or secondary school teacher, then gotten-married and raised '

a family, and who,-now:hl years of age; has been teaching eveniné ABE

e

o

classes part-time for three years. 79% z{"Iowa's A3E teachers are

women, and 96 are white. One-fifth of Iowa ABE teachers are under

30 and one-tenth are 60 years 21d or more. The younﬂeet tc cher is.22
» .

and the oldest 79, . . S

Data from the teacher questionnaire shows that the great majprity

(93:4) of Iowa A% teachers work part~time at' their ABE Jobs. Most of "

those who are part-tlme have full-tlme occupation as homemakers (50%)

»
{
) . ]
N . o
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secondary school teachers (207), ‘or elementary school ‘teachers (10%1.
Of those few teachers who teach full-time in the ABE program, 50% are
former eleﬁentary or secondary school teachers, 13% are former home-

makers, and 40% list other previous full-time occupations. '

48% of the teachers report that they teachaboth high school coﬁple-
tion and basic education, 24% teach only high school completion; 97 teach
basic educétisn\for thHe native born, and 3% are ESL teachers. 6% of the
teachers specified "other" when asked what they éeach. These figures

o irdicate that ABE in Iowa has a marked high school completion focus. I~
In term? of-grade level, 26%'of the teachers teach advanced students ’///
(grades 9-12), 15% teacher intermediatexétudents (grades 5-8), and 12%
téach beginning level students (grades 0-4) -- Iowa's first priority
target group.
When asked how many years of ABE teachiné experience they had had,

teach.rs responded as follows: .

Table 18

Yecrs of A3E Teaching Experience

Years - % of Teachers
1l . 3
2 8
3 13
4 13

12

~ O \n
~ @

. 8 5

Mean = 3.4 years, median = 3.1 years, mode = 1 year

- 123
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Thus a majority (55%) of the teachers have had less than three
years experience, with the largest prbportion by far reporting one year
of experience.

+

Three fifths of the teachers report that they teach only in the

“

evening; 22% teach only in the daytime, and 18% teach both day and

evening classes.

Experienced vs. Inexperienced Teachers

For the purposes of -the data analysis reported here, an ABE teacher
was considgred "experienced" if he orgshe had had over two years of
experience teaching ABE. '"Inexperienced" teachers were thogse with only
one, or at most, two years of teaching e. ‘ience.

One striking difference between tﬁése twb groups of teachers is
that more experienced teachers are mére likely to report 10% or less
absenteeism than are less experienced teachers. One=half or more ex-
perienced teachers report low rates of absenteeism, while only one-third
of the less experienced teachers have such low ahsenteeism in their
classes,

More experienced teachers, logically, are more likely to have had
in-gervice training. More experienced teachers are more likely to dis-
agree strongly with the statement that in-service education is inadequate
than are less experienced teachers. This despite the fact that more ex~
perienced teachers indicate a greater gap between ideal and £he actual
number of days involved in in-service training in a given year. 79% or
more experienced teachers disagree or disagree strongly that in-service
education might be characterized as inadequate, while only 66% of less

experienced teachers disagree. More experienced teachers are more likely

139
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to consider their preparézion "very adequate" and are almost twice as
likely to be over héiyégrs old.

Experienced teachers agree more strongly than do inexperienced
teachers that the coordinator is aware of their most important problems
as class room teaché@s; This may be because they have developed stronger
relationships with their coordinators, becapse they no longer have ‘some
of the problems which are associated with inexperience, or because they

would not have continued teaching if they still had such problems.

Differences in Intended Practice

In each of the areas of practice to be discussed here, it should

be noted that overall current practice, as described by teachers who

responded to Form B vf the teacher questionnaire, usually Just matches
the intent of experienced teachers. There are Qt least two possible
explanations for this, In the first place, the intentions of inex-
perienced tégchers may be not realistic in terms of the needs of the
students with whom they are working. Or, these intentions may be
realistic but unrealizable given the constraints of the existing pro-
grams and expectations of the coordinator and colleagues who evaluate
their performance and wpo have established and devend the pattern of
current practice, causiné\phem over time to rcadjust their intentidns
to what is feasible, If th}s pattern of current practice matching the
intent of more experienced teachers exists within a given nerged area,
as it does on a statewide basis, the question of why this pattefn
energes might well be a fruitful one for coordinastors and leaders to
explore together,

-

Almost twice as many inexperienced teachers as experienced older

. 239
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1

teachers intend to place high emphasis on coping skills. 42% of inex~
perienced teachers indicated that coping skills ghould receive first
or second priority; only 24% of experienced teachers agreed. In re-
porting current practice, 24% of all teachers reported/that coping
skills do receive first or second priority.

Four-fifths of more experienced teachers indicated that less than
105 of the instructional materials used in ABE classes should be
developed by local group effort, and no experienced teachers indicated
that over 25% of the materialsﬁshould be developed this way. Among
inexperienced tegchers, only two-tﬁirds felt that less than 10% of
the materials should be developed by local group effort, and 11% felt
that over 25% of the materials should come from this source. In
current practice, 87% of the teachers who responded to form B reported
that less than 10% are in fact developed through local group effort.

Two-thirds of less experienced teachers feel that teacher-~student
conferences should receive first priority in undertaking periodic re-
views of student progress. Only half >f the more experienced teachers
agree, and only half of all teachers report that'teacher-student con-
ferences currently receive first priority.

While over one~quarter of more expérienced teachers say little or
no emphasis should be placed on individual dssignments to accommodate
differences samong students, less than éen perceﬁt of less experienced
teachers similarly de-emphasize the use of individual assignments.
Once again, current practice matches the intent of more experienced
teachers.

Experienced teachers are more likely than inexperienced teachers

to see a need for three or more days of in-service education a year,

111
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Both groups feel that there should be considerably more in-service educa-
tion than is currently available.
Instruction through studen§ participation in small group discussion

.

and problem golving is universally considered particularly appropriape'
to adult qdubation. Yet one quarter of inexperienceGAtea;hers see this
» &8 one of the least desirable ways for students to participate in their

instruction and under one~half say it is even moderately desirable.
Among more experienced teachers, almost three quarters say'it is
moderately desirable and only oneé in twenty sees small group discus-
sion and problem solving ag one of the least desirable ways in‘which
‘students might participate in their instruction. In intent, then,

~ more experienced teachers are m;re favorable to this approach than
are less experienced teachers.

More experienced teachers also use small group discussion and problem
solving to a greater extent in current practice, witﬁ almogt three out
of fou; ranking this method as one of the two most fr;quently used
ways of having students participate. What is interesting is that in
current practice experienced teachers use this approach more often =-
at least relative to other possible ways of fostering student participa-
tion -~ than they feel they should. For less experienced teachers, ‘
current practice is very close to intended practice, though lower than
the intended priority indicated by more experienced teachers.

Most of the differences in current practice are in the area of‘in-
service education, There are different emphases on different forms of

in-service education, which probably are a natural reflection of what

kinds of in-gervice orientation are needed for beginning teachers.

Q- A
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Thus, while novice-master assignments generally receive little emphasis,
with two-thirds of‘each group reporting little or no emphasis on this
form of in-service/education, one out of seven less experienced teachers
report high emphasi; (rank 1 or 2) on this form of in-service educa-
tion, Similarly, over twice as many inexperienced as experienced
teachers -~ almost half -- report heavy emphasis on coaching. For more
experienced teachers, local workshops and conferences are more important,
with almost 9 out of iO experienced teachers, but only 7 out of 10 less
experienced teachers indicating that local wofkshops rank first or
second in importance., By a margin of almost two to one experienced
teachers are also more likely to rank workshops and conferences conducted
by others, instituti;ns outgide the local program, first or second in
importance.

In terms of topics treated in in-service education programs, the
two gréups have similar views.  Thé one exception to this is "philosophy
of adult education," which more experienced teachers feel is emphaéiz;d
more heavily than do less'experienced teacﬁers. The two groups of
teachers agree on the amount of emphasis philosophy of adult gducation
should receive, but experienced teachers have been exposed more often
to these concepts.

Another area in vhich there are differences in current practice
between more and less exberienced teachers is in their use of pro-
grammed materials and the role of the learning center?" Experienced
teachers are less %ikely to send students to-a learni;g center to
accommodate individual needs or to use instruétion in a learning

-
center as an integral part of the curriculum, Both groups of teachers
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feel that the learning center should play a greater role than it
currently does both for accommodating individuai needs and as an inte-
gral part of the'curriculum.' Experienced teachers are less likely than
are inexperienced teachers to use programmed materials in classroom in-
struction. ILess experienced téachers feel that they should be using
them less than they are. Perhaps inexperienced teachers use~programmed
materials moée because they are easy to use, but dislike using them
because they limit teacher-student interaction and take the,creativity
out of teaching, while more experienced teachers use them when appro-

priate, having discovered that they are effective for some purposes.

Traditional vs. Non-Traditional Teechers

The rubric "traditional" has been chosen to describe those teachers
who indicated that they do or should emphasize reading, writing, and
speaking and mathematics as the top two subject areas. "Non;traditional"
then, describes teachers who placed another subjec£ area, i.,e,, health
education, consumer education, .social studies/civics, or coping in either
or both first and second place when asked to rank subject areas by
current or intended emphasis. There is no relationship between years of
experience and traditional or non-traditional emphasis. 58% of Iowa's
ABE teachers are traditional, 427 non-traditional.

The validity\sf this distinction is confirmed by the fact that
"traditional" teachers are less likely than "non-traditional” teachers
to place high priority on the goal of fostering "increased ability to
cope with adult life roles and problems,” In both intended and current
practice, only one third of the traditionai teachers say this is one

of their top two goals, and over one fourth say this is among the two

1 £ \
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least important goals of ABE. Among non-traditional teachers, on the
other hand, one half or more state that this is or should be one of the \
two most i&portant goals, and less than one in ten state it is or should
be one of the least important.

< All teachers in the "traditional" group place math in first or
.sec;nd place, .but less than one in twenty teachers in the "non-traditional”
group give similar importance to math., 7or almost all teachers, reading,
writing, and speakiné is one of their two top priority subject areas.,
One:thira'or more of th; non-traditional teachers indicate mathematics
is or shoglé Se one of the two least important subject areas,

Thé greatest difference between the two groups, in terms of emphasis
on different non-traditional subjects, is in the area of coping skills,
which three qparte;s of the non~-traditional teachers believé should be one
of the two top subject areas, and over one helf sey i} ig one of the two
most important., They also place more emphesis on health and nutrition
and social 8tudieB/EI§ic8 than to traditional feachers in both current
and intended practice, However, both groups report about the same enm-
phasis’to consumer education in detual pr;ctice.

Non-traditional and traditional teachers differ both in intended
and iqjgurrent practice in the area of materials development. In terms
of intended practice, although almost half of both groups of teachers
fell that one half or less of the materiqls used in ABE instruction
should be ugsed as commercially published, traditional teachers are more
than twice as likely as non—traditional teachers to believe that three-~
quarters or more of materials used should be of this type. In actual

practice, half of traditional teachers but just under one third of

<3
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non-traditional teachers report that‘75% or more of the mate}iala they use
are used as commercially published., Only seven percent of traditional
teachers indicate that one-quarter or less of the materials are .used as
commercially published, while one out of five non~-traditional teachers
indicate that aﬁs is the«c_ase. ‘

Non-traditional teachers also see more of a place for materials
developed through local group effort than do t?aditional teachgrs.
Almost twice as many traditional. as non-traditional teachers state that
no materials should be developed this vay. While ;lmost threé-quarters
say that & small portion (1-25%) of materials should be cooperatively
developed locally, only half of traditional teachers agree. The dif-
ferencea in actual practice are more striking. Among traditional
lteachers, three quarters report no materials are developed in this
way, while only half of non~traditional teachers indicate this to be
Qe dase. Wh!le only one traditionsl teacher indicated that over 25% :
of his or h;r materials were developed in this way, one out of ten none

traditional teachers uses over 25% of the materials from this source.

‘
.

Alest all traditional teaéhers, but only 62% of non-traditional
teachers say that reading, W{}ting, and speaking shéuld be the most
important subject area. ‘Seventeen percent of the non-traditional
teachers place it iu third or fourth place. Althouéﬁ 13% of non-
traditional teachers say that consumer education should be one of the P
two most important subject areas, 45% of the traditional teachers say
it should be one of the two least important. )

Non-traditional teachers are more aware of the need to adapt conm-

<«
mercially available materials for local use. Seven out of ten say that

Q 2:2%;
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between 11% and 50, of the materials sssd in ABE classes should be”

o

adapted, while less then half of the trad%tional teachers agree. U48% .
of the traditional teachers say that 10 pe;éept or less of ‘materials
used should be adgpced; léss than half as man;\non-traditional teachers
feel tpis wa;, -

| Non-traditional teachers place more emphasis on ‘theé use of student’
records for counseiing students, 57% of non~traditiopal

teachers, but only 37% of traditional teachers say high emphasis should °

be placed on this use cf student records. Only T% of non-traditional

teachers, but 22% of traditional teachers, say little emphasis should
be placed Bn using stu@ent\recgrds %o counsel students, Non-traditional
teachers also tend t? believe student records sh;uld be emphasized more
heavily on placing students in class than do traditional teachers.
Traditional teachers believe that greater emphasis should be placed
on grouping similar students to ac&ommodate differences than do non-
tr:ditional teachers. Interestingly, intended and current practice are

the same ‘in this regard for non-traditional teachers, while traditional

teachers in actual practice réport sjignificantly less emphasis on this

method of accommodating student differences than either they themselves
intend or non-traditional teachers actually practice.

Non-traditional teachers see somewhat more need for in-gervice
education than do traditional teachers. - Whereas.more than one in ten

traditional teachers responded "none" when asked "approximately how

wany days per year of in-service education do you feel you should have

in order to maintain or enhance your performance as an ABE teacher?”,

not.a single non-traditional teacher agreed. More non-traditional
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teachers responded "five or more" to this question than did traditional
teachers; on the other hand, nonetraditional tgachers were more likely
to say "2 days" and traditional teachers "3-4 days." B
For all teachers, the amount of emphasis which gggg;g be glven to
the following two topics in in-service education (1) diagnosis of stu-
dent needs, testing and eYaluating achievement; student program prescrip-
tion, and (2) teaching "c\ping" skills, is significantly higher than
thé emphagis given these dbics in actual practice. Non-traditional
teachers feel that these topics should receive more emphasis than do

traditional teachers, } ereaé\less then half of all teachers report
that aiagnogis and evalu%tion rééeives high emphagig_ig—}n-service pro-
granms, 59%§€f traditionalxteachersxand 7@%?6T'non-traditi;;;1 teachers
believe thajgit should receive high emphasis. While only*22%, of all
teachers report that teacﬁing coping skills receives high emphasis inA‘
in-gervice education, 387 of traditioné% and 587 of non-traditional
teachers believé\that it should receive\high emphagis.
There are significant differences in tﬁo goals emphagized by

B \“’-
traditional and non-traditional teachers. The emphasis placed on

these two go&ls also affects dropout rates., Non-traditional teachers
place greater emphasis on "increased self-confidence of students" than
do traditional teachers. Whereas 62% of non-traditional teachers say
‘this is their mein goal, and 25 place it second, only 39% of traditional
teachers place it in first place, and 25% give second-place to enhancing
gtudent self-confidencet It is interesting that in intended practice,
these }wo’ groups do not differ significantly, and that overall in-

tended practice falls mid-way in between the current practice of the

two groups. Almost half of the traditional teachers rank Prepare for

23
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the GED as one of their two most important goals, and only one-third
place it 5th or 6th. Half as many non-traditional teachers place
Prepare for the GED in first place, and twice as many place it in

5th or 6th place. Intended practice is not significantly different

* between the two groups; and is closer to the adtual practice of the

non-traditional teachers than the practice of the traditional teachers.
Since placing high emphasis on fostering student self-confidence and
~atively leés emphasis on Prepa;ing for the GED béth encourage
higher retention, it.might be better if teachers followéa their in-
tentions in this regard. -
Other ways that nonetraditional teachers differ from tﬁeir more
traditional colleagues in current practicerare not surprising. Non-
traditional téachers use more teacher-developed materials. ' They are
twice as likely 'as their colleagues to never administe} diagnostic
placement tests (407 vs. 19%), and more likely to rank teacher observa-
tion in first place as the most important source of in}ormation.in‘

evaluating students, It is interesting that they do not feel that this

should be the case. Perhaps they are forced to rely on observation

because there are no appropriate teste -~ either'%eacher developed or
standardized, which”measure the kinds of learning outcomes in which they
are most interested. J

Non-traditional teachers place more current emphasis on using
records to refer students to other programs, employers, etc. One in
three non-traditional teachers places high emphasis on thié use of
student records, while only one in seven traditional teachers emphasizes

|

using records for this purpose., Both groups feel that records should

be used for this purpose to an even greater extent than non-traditional
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teachera actually do. Non-traditional teachers also report that they
put more emphasis on helping students with personal and vocatidnal problems
than do straditional teachers, w1th 63o of non-traditional teachers and

only 48% of traditional teachers reporting high or great emphasis on this

. Y

. 7 . .
role. .o - . ‘ .
. - P .

b There is & significant difiference between'traditional and hone
traﬁitional teachers in the amount of emphasis they report fs actuglly

placed on Improving Humen Relations: Teacher-Student in ‘the in-service

¢
) ~

zgprograms they attend. 66% of noh-traditional teachers, but only 40% of .
~9 traditional teachefs report high emphasis on this topic. ?he opinions"
between these two groups when asked what should be the emphasis placed !
on this topic in in-service education programs, were diametrically

opposed, That is, non-traditional teachers feel that less emphasis

should be plgced on this topic than currently is, and traditional - ?
teachers {Sel that more emphasis should be placed on this tdbic. Perhaps

traditional teachers have mora difficulty relating to their students, | 2

’ ¢

and hence see more need for in-service education in this drea? Or are -

non-traditional students simply more attuned to the problem, and hence
oy ! . ,
more aware of the implications of a variety of areas of adtivity for

~

human relations? . R é

- .
N »
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Factors Affecting Absenteeism and Dropout Rate

-

Some of the most provocative £ind1ngs of this researcly study re~

sulted from an analysis of teacher goals and 1hstrg“tional methods to
absenteeism. There is com ling evidence that teachers who place a

major emphasis on preparatio for the high school equivalency examina-

tion as & goal of the ABE program hare a markedly higher rate of student
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absenteeism and that those who assign this goal a low;friority have. a:

v
) lower rate of abseénteeism, Table 19 presents the statewide picture of ]

.
L

_absenteeismm
- $
. . o T - '
> L e Table 19 '
. ) .. Student Absenteeism in ABE , \
. . _ (in percent) : . g
l’ ' .-» . Students Absent . Teachers Reporting
Lo e s -y o
\ _.' Y " ? ¢ a3
T ) . 26-50- . . . 30
' " 11-23 . _ ' 20 ‘ ‘ '
; . *10 and lesg T Ly )
: i

.Only 269 of.teachers mho rated Ereparation for GED Exam high among

.

their priority goals reported 10 or less absenteeism while 63% who

-

rated this goal low among their priorities reported 10% or leas absenteeism.

And 72% who considere this goal as their lowest priority reported ab-

Y

senteeism of 10% or less,  * S

These ‘figures are striking. . To some extent they reflect the.inflnence

3 ' * . ¢

S of teachers who work with some institutionalized students, such as the

aged or mentally retarded, for whom preparation for the GED is less

; ¢ 3 \ i . v oo M ' v
. likely to be a‘'mejor goal. But this factor does not appear to account .
for all of the differences reportieil. _
\ . * .
~ . Thé evidence is strongly rei irged by comparing absenteeism in . -

classes taught by traditionai ang non-traditional teachers, as defined
earlier in this section. Absenteeism of 10} or less is reported by -
53% of non-traditional teachers but only by‘38% of traditional teachers, .

Rates of more than 25‘ was.reported by only 25% of non-traditional
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teachers but 46% of traditional teachers.

\h‘;éry few teachers in Iows use simulated learning experiences in the
classroom such as role play, case studiés, and learning games. It is
stértling to discover that all teachers who rank this method of inst¥uc-
tion as the°most impoftant way to foster student participation report
lo%‘or less absentee rates. Moreover, among teachers who report less
tgap 25% absenteeism, the proportion who rank this method as seconq or
third in importance is two to three times greater than for all teachers.

There is add? ioral substantiating evidence in tﬁe data on dropout
rates, Among\teacherb who report that fosteriﬁg student self-confidence
is .their major goal, dropout rates :t.nd to be higher for teachers who
aitach less importance to the goai of fostering student self-confidence.

Teachers assigning a relatively low priority to preparation for the

7

GED examination also report lower dropout rates than do other teachers.

Moreover, teachers who place second or third priority on "increased ~~—T—-

ability to cope with adult life roles and problems" report lower drope
out rates than do teachers who consider this among the two or thfee
least important goals for ABE instruction.

Statewide, approximately 1/3 of the teachers report 10} or fewer
of their students dropout, 1/3 report dropout rates of 11-25%, and
1/3 report'dropout rates greater than 25%. Mean dropout rates re-
ported b; teachers in a single merged district range from 5% t6 32%,
This spread in the distribution of droﬁout rates among teachers, and
among merged districts in Iowa‘rqui;gg further study by those giving

leadership to ABE,

Not surprisingly, teachers who report that a relatively low

Ay
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proportion of their students are making satisfactory progress report high
dropout rates. It stands to reason that a student who feels he oi she
is not getting very much out of ABE is more likely to discontinue. Do
those teachers who report that less than 50% of their students are meking
satisfactory progress have unrealistic éxpectations and communicate their
feeling that a student is not doing well, thus creating a disc;uragement
factor?
Those teachers who indicate that they have Very Adequate prepara-
tion to teach ABE are somewhat more likely to report dropout rates of
10% or less than are teachers who indicate Adequate preparation, and
less likely to report dropout rates in excess of 25%. Teachers who
feel their preparation is inadequate report dropout rates over 25%.
Teacher satisfaction is linked to dropout ratés they experience.
Twice the proportion of the Very Satisfied teachers report dropoutb

rates of 10% or less than did the Moderately Satisfied teachers.
Y ,

Program Characteristics and Instruction

To determine whether the distribution of responses reported state~
wide reflected comparable distributions «+ithin the mﬁrged areag, responses
to twelve questions on the teacher questionnaire weré checked in 8ix
merged areas chosen from among the urban and non-urban programs. This
gselection of programs also enabled us to investiggte whether or not
program gize or urban location influences teachers perceptions or prac-
tice. Program gize proved of little relevance to the distribution of
responses, i.e., the diffé}agses among teachers in reporting practices

and perce;tions., Similarly, no important or consistent urban-rural

differences emerged.

20
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We did find evidence of substantial consensus on some issues within
different merged areas but great differences among merged areas. In
some cases this would suggest good leadership within a merged area, in‘
others a need for inter-area exchange of experience and ideas.

For example, twice the number of teachers in one smaller area felt
programmed materials should be used with gréat frequency than those in
another smaller area. A similar proportion differed on whether'a
learning center should provide individualized services for students who
request them. Ffifty percent more téachers in one area felt coping
sﬁould receive heavy emphasis than in the other; 70% in the first caliéd
for great emphasis on GED preparation, only 20% in the second area.
Twice as many teachers in the second area reported that coaching by
the coordinator or supervisor was given heavy emphasis than in the
first area and emphasis given‘invéivement in university classes
differed significantly.

There were great discrepancies among merged areas on theé nature
of instruction as well, Within the two medium sized programs analyzed,
the following differences pertained in one all teachers indicated that
one-to~5ne instructional interaction should receive heavy emphasis;
in the other leas than two thirds of the teachers agreed; in the first,
mofg\than half the teachers indicated that programmea instruction
Bhouiéhpe given great emphasis; less than a quarter »f the teachers in
the oth;}\gerged area agreed. Twice the proportion of teachers assigned
simulated lghrping situations as low value in one area than in the other.
On the question\fowhether & learning center should provide individualized

services to students who request them, over three times as many teachers

N
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in ore area felt that it should than in the other. More than three
times the proportion of teachers in one area reported that the GED was
given major emphasis than in the other area. In the latter area

three times the proportion of teachers repbrted the GED to receive
little emphasis.

Similar statistically significant discrepancies occurred in cé&z\
paring the two large size programs in regard to emphasis given coaching
and workshops conducted by others in in-service education,

Teachers pérceptions and practices in the areas of goals for ABE
instruction, instructional processes, use of the learning center, and
format for in;service education were studied in three urban merged
areas andvthree non-urban areas. Here again, although some consensus
existed in some merged areas, disagreement was the rule rather than
the exception, and the existence of disagreement within merged areas
makes it difficult to even begin to identify possible urban-rural
differences in perception and practice. Even on those items where some
consensus emerged within a majority of the merged areas studied, there
were no consistent urban-rural differences, The lack of relationship
between either program size or urbanicity and variation in teachers'
perééptions and practices leaves open the question of what does cause
this variation,

Is evidence of such marked differences among merged areas desirable?
In many cases one would be hard put to argue so, ILeaders should examine
these differences within their areas and between areas to make sure that
decisions are based on as broad a body of experience as possible. The

need for state level leadership in resolving many of these differences

&
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and fostering a cooperative development of policy and program guidelines

is suggested.

Teachers' Perceptions of Their Students

Two~thirds of Iowa's ABE teachers believe that most students are
wa}m and friendly, neither hypersensitive to criticism nor inclined to
resent authority. They said their students are not, on the whole, hard-
core poor, and tend to be realistic about the time and effort required if
they are ’o reach their educational goals, {One teacher in seven believed
that half or more of his or her students have unrealistic expectations.
Student ambiguities over the time it will take them to reach their
goals through ABE is not generally ;Fcognized by teachers.

There was much less agreement a&ong teachers about whether their’
students are or are not highly moniv%ted, lack self.confidence, work
hard iA class, or are low in intellectual ability., Just over one-fifth
of the)teachers believe that 75% or more of their students are highly
motivated and thet only between a querter and a half of their students
are highly motivated. Almost one teacher out of geven believes that
less than a quarter of the students in his or her class are highly
motivated. In twc merged districts, less than half the teachers feel
thatvmost of their students are highly motivated, while in two others,
85-957% of .the respondiné teachers believe that over half of their students
are highly motivated, Similar differences >f opinion emerge among
teachers in a given merged area. a

lack of self-confidence is reported to pertaln to half or more of

their students by 55, of the teachers, less than half of their students

by 45% and less than a quarter of their students by 187%. Differences of
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opinion concerning student self-confidence are the rule rather than the
exception am@ng teachers in a given merged district. In itwo merged
areas, over 60% of regponding teachers feel that less than half their
students are lacking in self-confidence; in two other districts, seven

out of ten teachers feel that half or more of their students are so
! .

\A o

afflicted.

GiQen the majority view that most students lack self-confidence,
it is understandable why fostering increesed self-confidence is an
important goal of ABE instruction for most teachers, and teachers who
rank this as the most important goal tend to report dropout rates lower
than other teachers.

Teacher responses to the item concerning the proportion of their
students who have unrealistic expectations of the time and effort re~
quired again reveals significant differences between merged aresas.
Overall, half the teachers responding reported that less than one quarter
of their students had unrealistic expectations. In some m?rged areas, '
however, two-thirds or more of the teachers sere able to report that
most of their students were being realistic. In other areas, only one-
third, or in one case, one out of six, teachers felt that less than one~
quarter of their students had unrealistic expectations, Since lack of
realistic expectations may well be due.to lack of inforﬁatipn-or counseling,

these differences may arise because of differences in progranm operation or,

_program philosophy,

The proportion of students identified a# "low ability"Astudents by

’

‘teachers varies substantially from mé}ged area to merged ares, as well

as within merged areés thémselveg. In some areas over half the teachers
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rep;rt that less than one quarter 6f their students are of low ability,
in othe;s only half eas many teachers reporﬁ this., }n most areas few .
teachers report that three quarters or more of their studenté are of

low intellectual ability, byt‘in three ?erged areas one auarter or

more state this to bé the ;ase. ‘ ;

Overall, over two-thirds of responding teachers stdfe“that less than
one quarter of their students are "ha}d,core poor” and only one in seven
report that more than half of their students could be 8o described. In
most cases, there seems to be a fair amount of consensus among teachers
on this matter.

Teachers reported proportions of their students who were working

hard in class and who wére making setisfactory progress as follows:

>

Table 20

Studentc Working Hard in Clase and Makirg Progress in ABE
{in percent)

¢

-
-

Students .
Teachers Reporting
tlorking » Satisfactory
Students " ¢ Hard Progress
75 and more 43 . 38
50-75 46 - 43
50 and less . 12 19

Eight factors which might interfere with teaching and learning in
ABE were listed, and teachers indicated to what extent each interfered.
Two of these factors were student characteristics -~ motivation and in~

tellectual ability. Several are factors common in ABE: irregular

attendance, great variation in student skill and/or ability levels, and

237
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continuous enrollment of new students. Others included class size,

¢ -
initial screening of students, and quality of instructional materials,

i)

In terms of student characteristics, teachers generally felt that
lack of motivation interfered more than did 15w Bcademic ability. 31%
indicated that lack of motivetion was a moderately great to great inter-

. ' ference, twice thé/number of teachers who pointed to low academic ability
as an equally great interference. While only 24% of the teachers repor@ed
that lack of motivation comstituted little or no interference, 37% said®
that low academié ability interfered little or not at all with teaching

and learning.

Irregular attendance was picked as the one factor which most inteQ;
feres with teaching and learning in the classroom by 43% of the £eachers
'polled. An equal pfoportion indicated that it constituted a moé;rately
great to great interéerence. Theaproportion of teachers who are plagued
by irregular attendance varies substgptially fronh one merged area to
another, with as many as 746 and as few as 8} citing this as a great or
moderately great intefference, and from 20 to 804 choosing this as the R
one factor which most interferes. In large part, this is probably a re~,

' flection of the fact that absenteeism varies substantially from one
merged area to another,:as reported above.

In contrast wi£h ir?egular attendance, continuous enrollment of
new sgtudents is not perceived as a problem in the classroom by the vast
majority of Iowa's ABE teéchers. Ove}all, I out of 5 teachers indicate : s
low or moderately low interference on this score, and only 6% state that
it constitutes a moderately great to great inte£ference.

63% of the teachers inhicgted that variation in student skill and

Q o
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.

ability levels constitutes.a minor or no interference. One quarter of
responding teachers feel that these differences constitute a m;derate~
interference, and about one out of eight see differences in student skill
and ability level to be a modérately gréét to great interference. These
proportions vary relatively little among merged areas.

80% of the teachers report that poor initial screening of students is
a negligible problem. o

Three quarters of the tea?hers report interference due to class
size is a minor problém or no concern. Almost one in ten teachers,
however, reéort moderately high to great interference due to this factor.
.FEW teachers pick this ag“the most disruptive factor. 1In one msrged
aéea, only half the hers discount class size as a dzgruptivé factor
rating it one or two on a five point scale of- importance. iﬂftwo,others,
the proportion who state it\}s a negligible problem is between 95 and
100%., Differences in student-teacher ratio reported in Table 1 explain
these differences, ’

Poor instructional materials are cited as a moderately great to
great problem by only 11% of teachers responding; over two-thirds report
poor instructional materials constitute a mino; or no interference. In
one merged area, one third of responding teachers report that poor in-
structional materials do constitute a moderately great to great inter-
ference in teaching and learning. Obvi%usly, there is & m;jor discrepancy
in the perceptions of teachers and their students, the studénts con-
sidering the problem of poor instructional materials a much more serious

.

impediment than do the teachers.
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Interpretative Summary -

With only 7% of ABE teachers in Iowa employed on a full-time basis,
attention is naturally directe& to them. What has been the ‘experience
of using full-time teachers and what are the advantages and gisadvantages?
Is teacher recruitment and performance judged differently for day
and eveﬁing classes (and are student characteristics and goals signie
ficantly different?), in distant and isolated classes from thoce close
to each other and to headquarters in the merged hfea, in Qbh from 5-8 -
from 9-12, co-sponsored classes and those that are not? The fact that
these differentiations may indeed reflect very different student needs
and characteristics énd consequently teacher performance suggests a
different set of administrator expectations should goveré. For example,
teacher-student ratios in O-l classes obviously should be small, counsel- Y
. ing more available,\?ides assigned those classes on & priority basis, ' \
greater proportion of recruitment effort advocated, greater dropout.
lower attendance anticipated, slower academic progress anticipeted.
These classes should be compared only with other O~ classes, not those at
higher grade levels, Budgets should reflect the greéter cost of re-
cruiting and maintaining attendance at this level; in-service education
cost per FTE shoﬁld be seéarately rationalized, And teachers shoulg be
selected, provided.specialized in-service e&ucation, and evaluated
~against criteria pertaining only to O-L. ©
Teachers want and apparent{y need more in-service education then
they are getting. There is evidence that spegcial consideration needs to

I

be given in designing in-service education for inexperienced and new

r
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teachers with 8 somewhat differen£ emphasis than that designed'for ex~
perienced teachers. In the socialization process inexperienééd teachers
tend to have their good ideas frustrated and the program is the poorer

for it. Exampleg are their high emphasis on relating instruction to the
lives of their learners ~- emphesizing coping skills, the local develop-
ment and adaptation of instructional materials, maki;g individualiz;d
assignments, emphasizing student<teacher conferences in providing leA;ner's
feedback on their performance. The relatively inexperienced teachers\tend
to reject some good ideas of experienced téachers, particularly in em~
phasis on small group discussion and problem solving. In-service educa-
tion should be designed éo reinforce these values if they are considered
important by those giving leadership to ABE, \

Newer teachers require a much larger proportion of the coordinator's
time than experienced teachers aﬁq more than they are currently getting.
Novice-master assignments and coaching usually is confined to the newer
teacher %ho prefer local workshops over those sponsored by others.

There is obvious need to clarify the role of the learning center
and programmed materials, and for teachers to exchange'experience 6n
these instructional resources.

Teachers characterized as "non~-traditional", those giving major
emphasis to content areas other than the 3 R's, représent a large propor=-
tion of the teaching staff. This group of teéphers place significdntly
more emphasis on the impa;tance of locel mater{als development and
adaptation, counseling, grouping learners to acéBmmodate individual
differences, coping skills, increasing self-confiégnce as a goal, teacher

\ W< .« 4
observation in evaluating student progress, use of ?iagnostic tests,

162 ‘
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use of student records in counseiing and referrgl, and more in-service
education, especially that devoted tg human relations in the classroom.
This profile of teacher style '7ill appeal to some coordinators more
than to others. T¥rom the perspective of the outside evaluator, this
sty%e is closer.to tﬁe usual modelftoyard ﬁhich adult education strives.

Moreover, it should be remembered that students for whom the GED is a

' first .priority goal are not less interested in the non-traditional con-

tent areas than students who do not have such a priority. ‘Obviously,
more of the non-traditidhal emphasis should be integrated in a program
which will continue to gave a GED orientation. There is no reason why
the faét tPat there are a substantial number of students with the high
school diploma as a goal should mean that to achieve it there must be a
traditional style of -instruction overwhelmingly devoted to teaching
the 3 R's. The Evaluation Committee endorced the values of the non- .
traditional teachers s+hile recognizing the importance of the 3 R's.

A broader consensus is needed among coordinators, directors, and
DPI repreésentatives and others concerned with in-service education per-
taining to each issue raised here and a planned effort made to actively
foster improved instructional practice.

There is striking objective‘evidence that teachers who see prepara-

tion for the GED exam experience significantly higher rates of absenteeism

and dropout. Traditional teachers report siénificantly more absenteeism

than do non-traditional teachers, and teachers who give priority to
fostering student self-confidence as an important program goal enjoy

lower dropout rates. Perhaps DPI could fund an experimentai project for

identifying ways to help teachers learn how to build student self-confidence

1153:3 -
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and disseminate results through staff development programs, ) . o
Another provocative “finding with direct 1mplications for in-service
education 1s that the use of simunlated learning experiences in instruction

is highly correlated with very low rates of absenteeism., °
) o
There are striking differences among teachers in reporting prac-

-

tices and -perceptions in different merged areas, Often merged area

o

teachers have diametrically opposite views on such matters as use of

the learning center, one~to-one instruction;"the’GED, use of learning‘ .

G o

groupa, the pldace of university. classes, coaching and workshops o ‘
s »

sponsored by others outside“the 1ocal ABE program. Such marked differences

suggest that leaders should exnmine these and related differences w1th1n

their merged area and among merged areas to make sure that decisions

are based on as broad a bod& of experience as possible. There is need

for the cpoperative develobment of policy and program guidelines, ¢
Teachers generally‘see their students as warm and friendly, neither

hypersensitive to criticism nor inclined to resent authority, and

relatinely few as representing the hard-core poor. Teachers generally

»

believe students are realistie about the time and effort required to
oreach their educational goals and do not realize.hon widespread -student’,
ambiguity about this i8 or how concerned students are about this problem.’
Roughly comparable proportions of -teachers report 75 percent of.their
students are highly motivated and only 25 percent are hignly motivated.

However, an overwhelming majority report that most of their students are

working hard in class and are making satisfactory progress. However, ‘
lack of self-confidence is seen by teachers as a pervasive problem for

most students in ABE classes although there is wide variation among

1G4
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reports from different merged areas. PO

-
o

¢ . ] 4
There are discrepancies between teacher perceptions of the propor- ’
. ’* N N L)

tion of their students who have unrealistic expectations of the time

°and effort required to reacﬁ their educational goaels and the serious-
. i ness of thig problem'and the perceptions of students who\geport seriodus -
. concern over the lack of knowledgé in this area.i‘Merged areas ié\which
. counseling iq-common report less of a problem th;n thers. ~Thére'ar¢ a
hard to expla;n variations in the proportions of low;abiligy sfudepts
reported bf,teachefs in the different merged areas.
‘Teachers report thatlamong factors. /hich interfere with teaching )
. ;nd learning, i;regular attendance was the most frequent problem.
Varlations among merged ared8 reflect tﬁe substantial difféerences in
rates of absenteeism among'them.* Three quarters of the teachers report

that low motivation interferes more than'a little with teaching and

.learning. The considerable disparity in class size among the merged-

«

areas is reflected by teachers in some who see class size as & ﬁ?oblemﬁ
. . N } . . A
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LFARNING CENTER COORDINATOR

.
[

Independent Learning Centers (ILCs) play a variety of role% in Iowa's
|

ABE program. A few merged areas nave ﬁo ILCs at all, while four areas
have more than one IIC, with one area reporting 5 such centers. Some
of the IICs serve no ABE students or only a nandful, while others serve
several hundred ABE students. A few ILCs prqyideignly GED testing or \
counseling while others provide a.wideirangeébf instructional and testing
services as an integral part of the merged area ABE program. In . least
two cases the ILC coordinator and the ABE coordinator are the same person,
and in at‘least three merged areus ABE teachers are considered to be part
of the ILC's instructional staff. Half a dozen ILC coordinators did not
know what proportion of their budget consisted of federal funds; an
equal number indicated that Title III (now Title VI) contributed nothing
or virtually nothing to their budgets while 8 noted tﬁat ABE funds cone
stituted 50-65% of their operating budgets.

One thing is clear from the preceding capsule description: It makeé
little sense to talk aboﬁt the ILC as if it meant the same thing in ggch
af\the merged area programs., In some of the merged areas the ILC appears
to play a vitaliand centrzl role in ABE instruction; in other areas it
plays a subsidiary yet significant part in the total ABE oper;;ion;‘in

8till other dreas the ILC has a marginal role at best and in a few cases

no role whatever in ABE,

ABE Enrollment ’

According to figures supplied by the ILC coordinators, a total of \ g

2,656 ABE students participated in IIC activities from September 1, 1974

to approximately February 1, 1975. The average number of ABE students |
for the 19 ILCs providing statistics was 139. This figure, however,

- :if}g;
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obscures the.wids_vériation from one center to another. A better picture
ofqreality is p¥ovid?d by the raw data distribution which follows: 0, O,
7, 21, 23, 45, 48, 66, 64, 78, 80, 112, 160, 200, 250, 255, 327, 363, 563.
Obviouslf; the figures are éreatly skewed, especially by the 6 programs \\\\\
with 200 or more studentsv/ An TLC that services 563 ABE students is un- \\\\
doubtedly a very différené kind of operation from one that services 7 or
21 students. //
It is of interest/éo examine not only absolute numbers of ABE students
gerved, buf th; proporéional effort devoted to ABE as opposed to other
| student cliente}es. /Again, as we might expect there is wide variation,
with some IICs sérv{ng ABE students almost exclusively and others serving
/ proportionately fe# undereducated adults. %1ie raw frequencies are given
below to the question "What propurtion of your learning center partici-
pants are ABE stuaents?": o, 1, 1.7, 14, 20, 20, 25, 25, 33, Lo, U5, 7O,
/ 75, 80, 80; 90, PS, 95, 95. Once again the figures are skewed toward -
the top the méan percentage of ABE <tudents is h7.6, but the median is
. closter to a tﬁérd.
These fig#res do seem to show that, except for a handful of IICs

with a nominal proportion of ABE students, ABE is a big part of the ILC
/ .

\ operation in,host merged areas.
\ Student Contﬁct Hours
\ ILC directors were asked "What was the average number of contact hours

\\ each of thése ABE students had with the learning center since September 1,
1974 2" As'one would expect, there was a lesser degree of variability in
\ regponse to this item, Excluding thore who answered zero (no’ ABE students),

\ the raw frequencies were as follows: 18, 20, 23, 24, 2k, 26, 27, 36, 37,

ERIC \ - 47
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43, b5, 56, 60, 70, 95, 100. Tue mean number of contact hours was Ll and

the median 35. Thegfigures given were for approximately a six month

period. If we assume that (excluding holidays) this six month period

encompassed about 20 instructional wceks, then the’ typical ABE student -

spends something like two hours per week working in the ILC,

Linkage Between IIC and ABE Program

Learning center coordinators were asked "What degree of cnhordination
between leorning center staff and ABE staff has characterized the planning
and.utilization of your center's resources?" Of the 19 IIC coordinators
respbnding to this item, only 4 indicated little or no coordination,

5 indicated an average or moderate degree of coordination, and 10 re-
ported "frequent close coordination." : >

Most ILC coordinators also reported that ABE staff wembers conferred
fairly frequently with ILC staff regarding ABE program needs and problems.
Two said they conferred daily over the preceding .six month'period, while
most others indicated 5, 10, or lgldiscussions with ABE staff concerning
program needs and problems. All but U of the ILC coardinators stated that
in the past year they or members of their staff "participated in the

orientation of ABE staff to the use of the learning center."

Sources of Referral of ABE Students to the ILC

ILC coordinayors indicated tha% ABE, students come to the center from
numerous sources, In every ILC but one only a sma11~minority of ABE stu-
.dents were regorted referred by the ABE coordinator or by ABE teachers ~-
a rather astounding finding in our opinion, The proportion of ABE stu~

dents who enter the ILC from various sources is shown in Table 2i below.

>3
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Table 21

Mean Percentage o>f ILC Students
Who f“nter from Various Sources of Referral

Source of Referral " % Entering from this Source
1. ABE coordinator 9.3 ’
2. A3E teacher t : k.5
3. College counselors 10.3
i, Other institutions, agencies, .
and organizations 17.2
5. Business and industry 4.0
6. Public schools 7.9
7. Paidxrecruiters . ' 6.9
8. Othe; center students ‘ 13.2
’ 9. Self-selection by student | . 1k4.6

10. Other (advertising, publicity) ) 5.3

el

Table 21 shows that there is no single major source of referral of
ABE students to the ILf, We would have expected the great majority of

students to be referred by ABE staff. It is likely that the importance

of this gource of referral is somewhat masked by the fact that in

»

several merged areas the ILC is an integral part of the A3Z program

rather than a separate unit.

Problems g

- The sub-section on the role of the ILC in the gection of this report

dealiné with instruction points to a number »f problea areés which will

only be mentioned briefly here. One prcblem is that while many teachers
would prefer a greater role for the ILC gn ABE instruction, a majority
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ILC coordinators appear to feel that the ILC should play a lesser role
" in ABE than it does at present. It is not entirely clear from our data

why ILC coordinators tend to feel this way. Another indicator of
possible conflict, at least in some merged areas, is tﬁat teachers wouid
like more emphasis on collaborative planning of the studeﬂt's work with
the ILC staff than is currently the case in actual practice. t

The final item on our Ilearning Centér Coordinator uestionnaireé asked

if tﬁere were any special problems inherent in the nature of %he ABE‘gro-
gram which have inhibited its optimal use of the learning center. Eight ‘
ILC coordinators responded "yes" to this item while 11 fesponded "no,"

&

Three of the ILC coordinators +7ho thought there were special

probiems inherent in ABE mentioneéd chgracteristic; of ABE students in
explaining their answers. One noted that "ABE students often ca;'t‘. )
study independently.!" Another wrote: '"Most A3E students feel more
secure in a classroom situation.... We do not have enough staff in the 5
Learning Center to fulfill all of the needs of an AﬁE students.” The
third IIC éoordinaﬁor mentioned "fear of failure" and "short attention
span" as major problems,

6ther;problem3 noted rere geographical isolation, transportation
difficulties, and the need for working students to have access to the
IIC during evening hours.. The coordinator of one ILC noted that the ’ ~
gource of funding for the center precluded serving ABE students. In this
case the ILC was 100% funded by the Vocational Education Division to — g

service vocationel education students who required special instructional

arrangements because of "handicaps and/or disadvantages."




Interpretative Summaxyl -

The IIC varies enormously in function and significance among Iowa's
merged aré& programs. In 7 merged areas, the IICs ;erve fewer than ?O
ABE students; in 6 areas ILC ABE enrollments exceed 200, A few ILCs

' provide only GED testing and counseling, Others provide a wide range
of‘instructional and testing se;vices as an integral part of the merged_
area ABE progran.

= Qur data indicate that tﬁere are severe problems conc;rning the
IIC's role in many merged areas. Teachers report relatively little
utilization of ILCs By their ;tudents, but many say the iIC should
play a éreatly expanded part in ABE instfuctgon. Strangely, a majority
of ILC coordinators seem to feel that th? IIC sbohld play a lesser,
not greater'role in serviné ABE students. ,Is this actually the case?
If so, why? What are the implications for ABE program development of

these apparent strains in the ABE/ILC linkage?
. i "
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